
STATE O£ CALIFORNIA
KEGIONAL WATER QUALITY CONTROL BOARD
SAN FRANCISCO BAY KEGION

STAFF SUM2VIA~Y REPORT
MEETING DATE: February 18, 1998

SUBJECT: ~998 WATER QUALITY ASSESSMENT OF IMPAIRED WATER
BODIES IN THE SAN FRANCISCO BAY REGION - Hearing to
consider staffr~commendations for submittal to the State Board

DISCUSSION: Ev~y two ye~’s the state is requir~ to’report to the USEPA on the status
of water quality in the State and provide a list of impaired water bodies
(the so-called 303(d) list) where water quality standards are not expected
to be met after implementation of technology-based effluent limitations.
States are required to establish a priority ranking ofthese water ~)dies and
to identify the pollutants that ~’,ause the exc, e~tanc, es of the water quality
standards. -Appendix A contains a draft rewised 303(d) List of Impaired
Water Bodies in the San Francisco Bay Region.

Onc~ the water bodies are listed, the state is required to dct~’mine the -
amount that the pollutants of concern must be reduced to me~t the
applicable water quality standard or eliminate beneficial use impairment.
This allocation of allowable pollutan~ discharge from various so~ is
callexl a total’daily mass loading, or TMDL. Pr~arafion ofa TMDL is
normally a major staff workload..

In other states, and in the North Coast and Santa Ana Regions of
California, environmental groups have successfully sued to force the¯
preparation of TMDLs for water bodies listed as impaired. In these

¯ the T/vfDL process consists of preparing best management practices for the
activities that cause the water quality probl~ns. For example, in the North
Coast l:~.egion, best mallag~nlent practices a~e being prrpared to
siltation from logging.                      ..

Clearly, the 303(d) listing ofimpair¢d water bodies and the associated "    -
TMDL process has ~nerged as an importm.t forum for addressing water
quality issues. In general, dischargers to a given water body tend to
oppose itS listing, whereas environmentalists may seek the listing ofmol~ "
water bodies for more pollutants. Resolution of such issues may turn on
the availability of data. Here it is important to bear in mind that the
impaired water bodies listing process is an ongoing one, so that changes
can be made, as morn data become available.

The TMDL proc, ess is the logical way of addressing problems wher~
pollutants, such as mercury, come fi’om many so .urces, including both
point and non-point sources. In this s~ns¢, the T1VfDL process brc, omes
part of watershed management.
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The draft revised 303(d) list was developed through review of all readily
available water quality data, most of which is focused on Bay segments
rather than smaller tributary streams. These data include regular and
intensiv~ field surveys of water column, sediment, sediment toxicity,
bivalve bioa~c, nmulation, and water toxicity data. In the draft: list, cha~g~
made since the 1995 wrsion ar~ shown in bold, and changes made most
recently compared to the version sent out for public revi~-w are shown in
bold italic.

¯The revised list reflects a ~fin~nent of the listing of Bay segments.
Previously, all segments were listed as impaired due to m~tals with no
further breakdown. We now recommend that the Bay segments be listed
sp~dfically for copp~, nickel, mercury, selenium, PCBs, diazinon, aud
exotic species. ¯       ..

A public notice and staffreport on the proposed 303(d) list (Appendix B)
were made availableto interested partly. We have prepared a .r~ponse to
comments recdved (Appendix C). All comments recdved are included in
Appendix E. Changes to the rtwised 303(d) list based on comments
recdved are noted in Appendix B. Although many comments wer~
supportive ofpropose.d listings: them were many that conflictexl (pro
versus con listing)..

We recdved a number of recommendations for listing various creeks in
the region. However, we beli~e it be more desirable to have more data
and more time to assess it for the next round of 303(d) listing. Further
moni’toring and assessment of the listed water bodies may le~d to
consideration of d¢listing in some cases.

Staffwill work with the State Board and USEPA to resolve a number of
remaining issues. The~e include." the use ofwafershed management plans

¯. as alternatives to.TMDLs; how to list do TMDLs when the pollutants are
naturally occurring, are found almost everywhere, or ar~ from historical
sources; and whether to list a pollutant where there is uncert~uty as to
whether it causes impairment. We expect that resolution of these issues
will re.suit in an improved process.

RECOMMEN- Direct the EXeCUtiVe Officer to respond to comments recdved and transmit
.. DATION: revised 303(d) list to the State Water R~sources Control Board.

A - Revised 303(d) and TMDL Priority List
B- Public Notice and staffr~p0rt
C- Response to comments
D- Correspondence ’
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1998 303(d) AND TMDL PRIORITY LIST FOR SAN FRANCISCO BAY REGION

Table A1 - Bay ~nts
SIZE       TMDL DATE                      "

NAME CAUSES SOURCES PRIORITY AFFECTED UNIT START END COMMENTS

’,~K)UTH S/~N FRA~ICiSCO Mercury Resource Extraction High 24,500 Acres~ 1998 2003 Current data indicate fish consumption and wildlife
BAY consumption impacted uses; health consumption

Nonpoint Source advisory in effect for multiple fish species including

Municipal Point Sources stdped bass and shark; major source is historic:
gold mining sediments and local mercury mining;

Industrial Point Sources most significant ongoing source is erosion and
Atmospheric Deposition drainage from abandoned mines; moderate to low
Natural Sources level inputs from point sources; water objective

exceedances, elevated sediment levels, elevated

Copper Municipal Point Sources High 24,500 Acres 1998 2003 Exceedance of California Toxic Rules dissolved
Urban Runoff/Storm Sewers criteria and National Toxic Rules total criteria;
Atmospheric Deposition elevated water & sediment tissue levels.
Other co

Nickel Municipal Point Sources High 24,500 Acres 1998 2003 Exceedance of California Toxic Rules dissolved
Urban Runoff/Storm Sewers criteria and National Toxic Rules total criteria;
Other elevated water & aedirnent tlseue levels.

Psetlclde~ Agriculture Medium 24,500 Acre~ 2000 2005 Diazinon and chlorpyrlfo~ levels cause water
Urban Runoff/Storm column toxlcNy. Two patterns: pulm through
Sewers . riverlne systems linked to agricultural

application In late winter and pulse from
residential land use areas linked to homeowner
pesticide use In late spring, early summer.

8elenlmw Domasflomol’lro~atlwzz~t;, low ~ Am’as ~ ~010
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1998 $03(d) AND TMDL PRIORITY LIST FOR SAN FRANCISCO BAY REGION~                                                                                                                                 ~

Table A1 - Bay Segments                                       ..                                                         r~
SIZE       TMDL DATE

NAME CAUSES SOURCES PRIORITY AFFECTED UNIT START END COMMENTS

’LOWEk sAN’ FI~ANClSCO ’ I~ercury Resource Extraction ’ High " 79,900 Acres’" 1~9~’ "2003 Curr~nt’~laia indicate fish consumption an~l wildlife
BAY consumption Impacted uses; health consumption

Nonpoint soume advisory in effect for multiple fish species including
stdped bass and shark; major source Is historic:

Municipal point sources gold mining sediments and local mercury mining;
Industrial Point Sources most significant ongoing soume Is emslon and
Atmospheric Deposition drainage from abandoned mines; moderate to low

level Inputs from point sources; water objective
Natural Sources exceedances, elevated sediment levels, elevated

tl~.~t m l~vnL~

Copper Municipal point sources Medium 79,900 Acres 2003 2008 Exceedance of California Toxic Rules dissolved
Urban Runoff/Storm Sewers criteria and National Toxic Rules total cdtede; O’)

. Atmospheric Deposition elevated water & sediment tissue levels. ~
Other u’)

Nickel Municipal point sources Medium 79,900 Acres 2003 2008 Exceedance of Califomla Toxic Rules dissolved
Urban Runoff/Storm Sewers criteda and National Toxic Rules total criteria;
Atmospheric Deposition ¯ elevated water & sediment tissue levels, oq
Other ~

Pestlcidel Agriculture Medium 79,900 Acrel 2000 2005 Dlazlnon and chlorpyrlfo~ levels cause water IUrban Runoff/Storm column toxicity. Two patterns: pulm through
Sewer~ riverlne systems linked to agricultural " i~1

application in lade winter and pulse from
residential land use areas linked to homeowner
pesticide use In late spring, early summer.
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1998 303(d) AND TMDL PRIORITY UST FOR SAN FRANCISCO BAY REGION

Table A1 - Bay Segments      ,                                                   ,
SIZE        TMDL DATE

NAME CAUSES SOURCES PRIORITY AFFECTED UNIT START END COMMENTS

’CENTRAL SAN FRANCISCO Mercury Resource Extraction High 67,700 A~res’ 1998 2003 Current data indicate fish consumption and wildlife
BAY consumption impacted uses; health consumption

Nonpoint Source advisory in effect for multiple fish species including
Municipal Point Sources stdped bass and shark; major source is historic:
Industrial Point Sources gold mining sediments and local mercury mining;
Atmospheric Deposition most significant ongoing source is erosion and
Natural Sources drainage from abandoned mines; moderate to low.

level inputs from point sources

¯ xodo BsEsst~at=" Blab 87,,7M A~ ~ ~ Dis~ ~tuml ~Mhos; c~n~ ~ll~nt
#~ a~llabll~ In f~ chain; en~n~r f~

a~l~bl~ to ~i~
C~ Mun~ipal Point Souses Medium 67,7~ ~res 2~3 2008 Exceeda~e ~ Cal~ia Tox~ Rules disso~ed

cr~erla and Nati~al To~ Rules total c~erla;U~an Runoff~tmm Se~m
elevated w~er & sedl~ tbsue ~vels.

At~sphe~ De~n
~her

Pe~icld~ Agdcu~ure M~lum 67,7~ Ac~s ~ ~5 Di~inon and chlorwr~ ~ls ~u~ w~er
U~n Run~o~ column toxlc~. Two ~s: pul~s through
~rl dverlne ~ems Ilnk~ to agricu~ural

appll~tlon In I~e ~er and ~1~ from
mideMlal land u~ areas Ilnk~ to ho~r

’ ~elenium’ Industflal P~nt Soumes L~ 67,7~ ~ms 2~ 2010 ~ed use i~ one bm~h ~ the f~ chain; ~
Ag~u~ure sens~be ind~ b ha~h~il~ in n~6ng dwing
~ ~s bi~; s~n~ant c~tdbuti~ f~ ~1 refineries
Natural ~mes (c~tr~ pr~mm In place) and agr~u~um (carried

~ns~eam by ~em); ex~ ~ios ~
ma~ f~ chain ~e su~tible to ~u~lati~
~ se~nlum; heath c~su~t~ a~o~ in eff~
for ~aup and ~er (d~ing d~ks); ~ TMDL
p̄~ ~cause In~ual Contr~ Stmte~ in
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1998 303(d) AND TMDL PRIORITY LIST FOR SAN FRANCISCO BAY REGION

Table A1 - Bay Segments
¯ -                                                              SIZE          TMDL DATE

NAME CAUSES 8OURCES PRIORrrY AFFECTED UNIT START END                COMMENTS

’~I’CHARDSON BAY Mercury Resource #xtra~tion High 2,560 Acres’ ’1998 ’2003 Current daia indicate fish consumption ~nd wildlife
consumption Impacted uses; health consumption

Nonpolnt source advisory in effect for multiple fish species including
striped bass and shark; major source Is historic:

Municipal point sources                               ’          gold mining sediments and local mercury mining;
most significant ongoing source is emslon and
drainage from abandoned mines; moderate to low

Atmospheric Deposition level Inputs from point sourcesNatural Sources

Coliform Septage Olsposal Medium 200 Acres 2003 2008 Affected area,Waldo Point Harbor, Is less than
Urban RunoffiStorm 10% of embayment; source has been posltlvely
Sewers Identified as substandard sewage systems In
Boet Dlscharge/Vessel Wastes some houseboat areas;extenslve local control

Droaram In ~)lace wlth slanlflcant wafer aualltv u’)

I
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1998 303(d) AND TMDL PRIORITY LIST FOR SAN FRANCISCO BAY REGION

Table A1 - Bay Se~:~ents
SIZE       TMDL DATE

NAME CAUSES        SOURCES PRIORITY AFFECTEO UNIT. START END COMMENTS
SAN PABLO BAY Mercup/ Resoume Extraction High 71,300 Acres 1998 2003 Current data Indicate fish consumption and wildlife

Nonpoint Source consumption Impacted uses; health consumption
Municipal point sources advlson/In effect for multiple fish species Including
Atmospheric Depos~tion striped bass and shark; major source is historic:
Natural Sources gold mlning sediments and local mercury mining;

most significant ongoing source is erosion and
drainage from abandoned mines; moderate to low
level Inputs from point sources

XroCle B~LeM FV~ter ~b 71~00 Ae~ l~ ~ Dl~wptm~tm~l~n~o~ ~poB~mt~ral~MAt~

Copper Municipal Point Sources Medium 71,300 Acres 2003 2008 Exceedance of California Toxic Rules dissolved
Urban Runoff/Storm Sewers criteria and National Toxic Rules total criteria;
Atmospheric Depos/tlon elevated water & sediment tissue levels.

Other¯
Pesticides Agriculture Medium 71,300 Acres 2000 2005 Diaztnon and chloq)yrtfoe levels cause water u’)

column toxicity. Two patterns: pulses through
dvedne systems linked to agricultural application in u’)

Urban Runoff/Storm. late winter and pulse from residential land use
Sewers areas linked to homeowner pesticide use in late

spring, early summer
~ Henl~ntSom~ MetDum 71,~00 Aa,~ 2~03 200~

lnterlmh~dv~or~£o~Dsl~m~en~nt3,~ardl~

~elsnlum Industrial Point Sources Low 71,300 Acras 2006 ¯ 2010 Affected use Is one bram:h of the food chain; most
Agriculture sensitive indicator is hatchabi~’dy in nesting diving
Exotic Species birds; significant contributions from oil refineries
Natural Sources (control program in place) and agriculture (carried

downstream by rivers); exotic species may have
made food chaIn more susceptible to accumulation
of selenium; health consumption advisop/in effect
for scaup and sccter (diving ducks); low TMDL
priority because Individual Control Strategy in

¯ place.
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1998 303(d) AND TMDL PRIORITY LIST FOR SAN FRANCISCO BAY REGION

Table A1 - Bay Segments
’ ’ SIzE TMDL DATE

NAME CAUSES SOURCES ¯ PRIORITY AFFECTED UNIT START END               COMMENTS

CARQUINEZ STRAIT Mammy Resource Extractlon High 25,000 Acres. 1998 2003 Current data Indicates fish consumptlon and
wildlife consumption impacted uses; major source

Nonpoint Source                                              Is hIstoric gold mining sediments and local mercury
mining; most significant ongoing source is erosionMunicipal Point Sources ’ and drainage from abandoned mines; moderate to

Industrial Point Sources low level inputs from point sources.
Natural Sources

,~xoOo    ,H~l~t~ra~e~" Mlk ~,000 Aor~ 1~8 ~OM

Copper Municipal Point Sources Medium 25,000 Acres 2003 2008 Exceedance of Califomla Toxic Rules dissolved
criteda end National Toxic Rules total criteria;
elevated water & sediment tissue levels.

Urban Runoff/Storm Sawers
Atmospheric Deposition
C~her

Pestlcldoe Agriculture Medium 25,000 Acres 2000 2005 Dlazlnon and chlorpyrlfos levels cause water

Urban Runoff/Storm
column toxicity. Two patterns: pulses through

Sewers "
rlverlne systems linked to agricultural

. ¯ application In late winter and pulse from
residential land use areas linked to homeowner
pesticide use In late spring, early summer.

Pt~ Noepolat Jile~#=~ ,~,000 Aor~ ~OM ~008 ln~rlmk~thadrlsorytarO~l~’m~lnt~re~m~ln~

Selenium Industrial Point Sources Low 25,000 Acres 2006 2010 Affected use Is one branch of the food chain; most
Agrk:uiture sensitive Indicator is hatchability in nesting dlving

.- Exotic Species birds; eignificant contributions from oil refinearles
(control program in place) and ogricu~re (ca~ed
downstream by rivers); exotic spooies may have

¯ made food chain more susceptible to accumulation
of selenium; health consumption advisory in effect
for scaup and scorer (diving ducks); low TMDL

,̄ priori~y because local Individual Controi Strategies
program In place.
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1998 303(d) AND TMDL PRIORITY LIST FOR SAN FRANCISCO BAY REGION¯

Table A1 - Bay Segments
SIZE TMDL DATE

NAME CAUSES SOURCES PRIORITY AFFECTED UNIT START END COMMENTs
-DELTA Xxo~le B~Z~twz~r " . ~Z~h l~O00 Aez~ ~ 2003

g~el~ food ch~d~" ~t food aral~M~q la m~tlre

Memury Resoume Extraction High 15,000 Acres . 1998 2003 Current ~:lata Indicate fish consumption and wildlife
Nonpoint Source consumption Impacted uses; major source is

¯ Municipal Point Sources historic gold mining sediments and local mercury.
Industrial Point Sources mining; most significant ongoing soume is erosion
Atmospheric Deposition and drainage from abandoned mines; moderate to

low level Inputs from point sources. ¯
Copper Municipal Point Soumes Medium 15,000 Acres 2003 2008 Exeedance of California Toxic Rules dissolved

Urban Runoff/Storm Sewers criteria end National Toxic Rules total criteria;
elevated water & sediment tissue levels.

Atmospheric Deposition
Other

Pesticides Agriculture Medium 15,O00 Acres 2000 2005 Diazlnon and chlorpyrifos levels cause water
Urban Runoff/Storm column toxicity, Two patterns: pulses through
Sewers rlverine systems linked to agricultural ’

application in late winter and pulse from u’)
residential land use areas linked to homeowner
pesticide use In late spring, early summer

8elemiunt lndu~trlzlPebtt8oure~ Low 16~00 Aer~ 2008 ZOlO Affe~teduselsousbrmtehofthefoodeheln;moet f~l
meadllvo hdi~ter b w~t~l~tblll~ h nn~ dl~ ldrds;

~xo(le 8podee prot3’== bt pl~oe) ~,,n t~datlt=ro (eer’doe
Nttm~! 8oe~ee8 b/dyers]; exotic spedee stay kzvo rondo food eh~n more

8m~ejHible to 8eoumu~tJeu of 84dmium; beelth

.Omtxol 8txste~ee ~ bt
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,,~ Cat/EPA                                        State of California - Pete Wilson, Governor

San Francisco Bay Regional Water Quality Control Board
2101 Webster Street, Suite 500, Oakland, CA ~4612 (510) 286-1255 Fax: 286-1380

NOTICE OF PUBLIC HEARING

TO CONSIDER ADOPTION OF
THE 1998 WATER QUALITY ASSESSMENT

OF THE 303(d) LIST OF IMPARIED WATER BODIES
FOR. THE SAN FRANCISCO BAY REGION

DATE: " FEBRUARY 18, 1998
TIME: 9:30 A.M.

." PLACE: .. BART Headquarten Building
First Hoor Board Room
800 Madison Street
Oakland, CA 94607

Notice is hereby given that the California Regional Water Quality Control Board, San Francisco
Bay Region, will hold a public hearing to solicit �omments on the proposed update ofthe
Regional Water Quality Assessment ofthe 303(d) list of impaired water bodies within the San
Francisco Bay Region. This llst is reviewed by the Regional Board every two years in accordance
with state and federal laws and requirements.

The Federal Clean Water Act requires that States devdop alist ofimpaired water bodies that
¯need additional work beyond existing controls to achieve or maintain water quality standards.

This list is based on the State’s water quality assessment database. The list is used to prioritiz¢ the
; water bodies for development of studies that identi£y the relative �ontributicins of each pollutant

or impairment source and specify the means to attain water quality standards. The San Francisco
Bay Regional Water Quality Control Board has developed the attached draft (303d) impaired
water body list for the waterbodies in its region. Please submit written �omments on the list
zzo later than February 2, 1998. Responses to comments received by this date will be available
at the Regional Board meeting on Februaz7 18, 1998. Late comments will. be forwarded to the
Regional Board to be considered along with oral presen~tions n=de at the Public Hearing before
the Regional Board. Comments may also be made directly to the Regional Board when it
oons~ders this list at its February 18, 1998, meeting. The Regional Board is scheduled to consider

¯ adoption ofthe updated 303(d) list after completion ofthe Public Hearing.

A staff’report explaining which water bodies are being considered for inclusion on the 303(d) list
and the reasons for the proposed listing is attached. Written comments on the proposed listing
should be sent to this Regional Board at the above address. Questions on this issue should be
d̄irected to Tom Mumley at (510) 286-0962.

Our mission is to preserve and enhance the qualify of the water resources of lhe
San Francisco BRv. Region for the benefit of present and.future generations
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STAF~ REPORT

California Regional Water Quality Control Board

San Francisco Bay Region

2101 Webster St., Suite 500

Oakland, CA 94612

Conta~ Person:

Thomas Muml~, Senior Water Re~urces Control Engineer

Tdephone: (510) 286.0962

Ema~: tem@rb2.t’c,,rcb.ca.gov
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-INTRODUCTION

Section 303(d) of the federal Clean Water Act (CWA) requires states to identify specific water
bodies where water quafity gandards are not expected to be met after implementation of

~technology-based e~uent Errdtafions. States are requh’ed to estabfish a priority ranking of these
"wa~r bodies and should also identify the pol/utant stressors that ca~u~ the exceedances of the
water quality stand~ds. Once listed, the state is required to conduct s process for desig~ng,
allocating, zud implementing water qua~ty based effluent l~tations that will ensure attainment of
water qu~ty standards-thls process is known as a T/v~L or Total Maximum DaVy Load. The
303(d) ~ ofimpaked, water bo~es and priority ranldng is reviewed and updated every two years.
The last review and update occurred in February 1996. (See attached 1996-303(d) List.) THs
ataff’report summarizes the proposed 1998-303(~ list for water bodies, specific pol/utant.

¯ stressors, and priority for completing TMDLs for water bodies wltl~ the San F~ Bay
Region.

The proposed 1998-303(d) list was devdoped during ¯ comprehen.~ve water quafity assessment
process (fulfilling the state’s oblig~ons under se~0n 305@) of the CWA). This assessment

¯ " process began with ¯ review of all readily ¯vaEsble water quality data-most ofwhich is focused
: on Bay segments due the ongoing collection ofinfommfion by the P~eglonal Monitoring Program.~ These data include regular and intensive field surveys ofwater column, sediment, sediment

~ toxicity, bivalve bioaccumulafion, and w~er toxicity data as well as ancillary data on factors s~ch
as flows, primary productivity, and sediment fluxes throushout the Bay..

¯Little or no new data are r~sdily =variable f6r other water bodies in the Region. However, we
intend to make improved monitoring and assessment a high priority over the next two years which
will ~llow for a much more comprehensiv~ review for the next update expected in 2000. Also,
existing and planned watershed management efforts will provide opportunities for improved
monitoring and assessment.

"In the 305(b) water quality assessment process, a number ofstressorswere identified as affecting
ben~cial uses in San Franci~,o Bay segments. These included:

Lower and South San Francisco Bay: arsenic, cad~um, chrow2um, copper, lead, nickel,
m’]ver, ~inc, selenium, PC~s, PAHS, dieldrin, cHordanes, DDTs, heptachlor, diazinon,
¢hlorpyrifos, and fl.ow ~terations;

Ceutr~ Richardson, San P=blo, and Suisun Bays, Carquinez Strait, and the Delta:
arsenic, cedm]um, chromium, copper, lead, nickel, ailver, zinc, ~enium, PCBS, PAHs,
dieldrin, chlordanes, DDTs, heptachlor, diazlnon, chlorpyrifos, flow alterations, habitat
aherafion, and exotic spies.

The ~.,ond gtep in the assessment process was to compile available information On the levd of
effects associated with each ~tressor, ~ources ofthe pollutant/stressor (in order of importance),
which specific uses were affected, and the effectiveness oflocal water quality regulatory
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requirements in addressing discharge of these pollutants. The information compiled during this
review k available to interested parties.

Tl~ ~,ond ~tep r~.~Ited in [dentificafion ofthree g~ra~ situations. The first genera] ~uation ls
whe~ [d=~ied water quality problems have already be~n addressed by loc~ regt~tory
progran~ inciuding water query-based �fflucn~ Ih’~a~ons. For example, selenium levels in du~k

¯ ti.~e in the northern Bay segments are being ~dressed by Ind~’dual Control Strategies (required
under the 3040) "short list") that contain water quality based effluent ~ for petroleum
refineries. In another case, sliver levels in South San Francisco Bay have been ~gnificanfly
reduced as ¯ result oflocal pollution prevention programs.

The second general situation was where there was insufficient information available to determine
if¯ ~L process would afford better water quality protection than existing local requirements
for water qu~ty-based effluent Ikn~tations and Best Management Practices. For example, PCB
level.s in fish tissue are high throughout the Bay, but current data suggest that these levels are due
to l~storic and not ongoing d~scharges. Consequently, ¯ TMDL process would not result in the
attaknnent of~ndarfls. Another example of such a situation is in the northern segments of San

, Francisco Bay where beneficial uses are irnpaked due to changes in the riverhe flow regimes.
~: Flow standards that would provide for the protection ofbeneficia] uses are being developed

through cooperative state and federal programs-a regional TMDL process would not address this
impairment.

The third general situation identified was when specie water bodies and ~.’� stressors for
which ¯ full TMDL process is technically feasible, would likely result in different effluent
lin~tatlons than are currently provided by the Ba.~n Plan, and through implementation of new load
and wasteload allocations, would result in the attainment of water qu~ty standards.

Ordy those water bodies and stressors in the third general category have been inciuded in the final
303(d) list. It is important to note that in most cases, local regulatory requirements are much
more stringent than the federal technology based requirements, and always require attainment of
water quality sumdards in the effluent (or in effluent diluted up to ten-fold by receiving waters).
In lieu oflisting the other pollutants and rtres~rs on the 303(d) list at this time, we will
reconsider them as part of ongoing monitoring.and assessment and the next review and update of

303(d) in 2000.

¯ PROPOSED TM~L PRIORITIES

We are expected to rank ea~ list~l water body and cause as "High," "Medium" or "Low’, and to
schedule each water body and canse on the 303(d) list for ¯ TMDL. (See attached 1998 Clean
Water Act Section 303(d) Lirang Guidance for California (August 1997)). Those ranked as

expected to commence within the next five yean; and those ranked %ow" are ~ to ¯
commence after five years but be completed within thirteen years.
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The following ~or~ w~re considered in pHori~ ranking of ear.h IL~ed water body and cause for

* w~er body ~gnificance (such ~s importance &nd ~x~ent orbenefic~al uses, 1~reaten~ and
endangered spec{es conc.en~ and ~ ofwater body);

¯ degree ofimpaL,~nent or threat (such ts number of pollutants or ~tressors ofconcern, and
m~nber ofbeneficial uses impaired or threatened);

¯ �onformity with related actlv~tJes in the watershed (such ~s existence ofwatershed assessment,
planning, pollution control and remediadon, or restor~on efforts in the¯

¯ potential for beneficial use protection or recover~,
¯ degree ofpublic concern; and
¯ available information.

The priority rank~g, in particular, is based on our e~Ssting w~tershed manag~nent planning
efforts in the San Clam Basin and the Napa River watersheds.

Schedules for TMDL development ~er the fu’st two. years .should be regarded ~ very tent~ve.
Completion ~ depend significantly upon the avaz’lability of funding, availability ofsta~
watershed stakeholder group priorities, and further eva~uadon of the need for &nd f’ea~’bRity of

~. T/VIDLs. Ifaddidonal water bodies and/or causes zre listed in subsequent 303(d) review cycles,
- TMDL schedules may zlso need to be revised.

PROPOSED 1998 LIST OF 303(d) WATER BODIES

Bay Delta system 13. Guadalupe River
I. South San Francisco Bay Napa County
.,2. Lower San Francisco Bay’ 14. Napa River
3. Central SF Bay $onoma County

÷ 4. Richardson Bay 15. Petaluma River
5. San Pablo Bay 16. Sonoma Creek
6. Carquinez Strait Matin County
7. Suisun Bay 17. Tomales Bay
8. Delta 18.." Lagunitas Creek "
Santa Clara County 19. Walker Creek ¯
9. Calero Reservoir $olano County
10. Guadalupe Reservoir .20. Suisun Marsh Wetlands
11. Alamltos Creek 21. Herman Lake
12. Guadalupe Creek

PROPOSED CBANGES TO THE 303(d) LIST

The attached 19 9 # . J 03 (@ and ~Vll)1, Pr~or~t~ l~,for ~e San Franc~co Ba~ I~e~on, Table
Al. l~y Segments and Table A2. Od~er ~ Area Water Bo~es provide a summa~ oflisted
water bodies, causes ofimpdrment, sources ofthe cause, priority for development of TMDL, size
a/rected, and proposed sta.~ and end date for TMDL development.
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Sigr~cant changes to the 303(d) llst are noted below.

1. One water body, th~ Delta, ha~ been added to the list. The Delta is contiguous with Suisun
Bay, and its omlss]on on the 1996-303(d) list w~ an oversight.

2. The Richardson Bay listing forp~hogens has been modified to r~ect the actual g!f’ected
area is Waldo Point Harbor. Furthermore, the source has been po~tively identified as
mbstandard sewase systems in some houseboat areas, and an extensive local control program
in place has produced s~gr~ficant water quafity improvements. If’these improvements
continue, we wilt consider delist~g the W~Ido Point Harbor area ofl~ichardson Bay at a
further update.

3. Pem’cides have been added as a cause ofimpah’ment to all Bay segment~. The pe~cide
diazinon has been measured at levels which cause water column toxicity. The pe~cide
chlorpyrifos may also be a problem. Thh listing L~ consistent with fisting of the Delta for these
penic~des by the Central Valley Regional Water Quafity Control Board. Eff’ort~ arc’underway
to develop control strategies for both urban runoff.and agricultural sources.

~4. The fisting ofthe Bay segments for meta/s has been refined to r~ect the ~ m~s of
concern. These are mercury, copper, and nickel in the South and Lower San Franchco
Bay segments; mercury, copper, and selenlum in the Central Bay, San Pablo Bay,
Carquinez Stralt~, Sui~un Bay, and Delta segments; and mercury in Richardson Bay.

.~l~rnents:

1̄. 1998 -303(d) and TMDL Priority List for the San Francisco Bay Region:
Table A:I, Bay Segments

~ Table A-2, Other Bay Area Water Bodies

2. 1"996 303(d) Priority List For Region 2

3. 1998 Clean Water Act Se~’tion 303(d) Listing Guidance for California (August 1997)

4
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AND TMDL PRiORiTY lIST FOR S~N ~HCtSCO B~Y ~tO~

Page1 ,M:-~my 7. lgg8

D--035526
D-035527



1~98 303(d) AND TMDL PRIORITY LIST FOR SAN FRANCISCO BAY REGION

Table A2. O~er Bay Area Water Bodies .

SIZE TMDI.    DATE

JmueryT. 1~
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1996 - REGION 2

WAT[R QUALIfY-IMPAIRED WAT~RBODY (303(d1| LIST

WATERBODY NAME POLLUTANTS/IMPAIRMENTS SOURCES OF POLLUTANTS/IMPAIRMENTS. PRIORITY’

Bay/De/t~ System

Suisun Bay metals municipal and induetdal point sources, surface medium
mining, urban ruftoff/storm sewers

Carquinez Strait metals .. murdcipal and industrial point sources, surface medium
mining, urban runoffl storm sewers

San Pablo Bay metals municipal and indUStTial point sources, surface medium
mining, urban runoffl etorm sewers

Central SF Bay metals municipal and industrial point sources, surface medium
¯ ¯ mining, urban Nnoff/storm sewers

Richardson Bay psthooens urban runoffl etorm sewers, marinas medium

Lower SF Bay metals municipal point sources, urban runoff! storm loWell rnedltnn u~

.South SF’Bay metals munlcip~l point sources, ud)~n runoffl sto~n sewers, high
surface mkdng

Matin County                                                        I

Tamales Bay metals, nutrle~$, sHtetlon, mlne tomngs, aOdCUltUfe, upstream impoundments, medlum
pathogens septic tanks

Walker Creek metals, nutrients, siltation mine ta~ngs, aOdcultufe medium

Lagtmital Creek pathogens, nutrients, siltation agdcultu~, mban nine. fflsto~n sewers medium

Petaluma River nutrients, pathooen~, slltetlon aOdCUltwe, COnStTucdon, u~oan nmofflsto~m sere medium

Sonatas Creek nutrients, pathogens, siltation aOdcuttufo, �onstru~lon, urban nmofflstorm sewers medium
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ATTACHMZNT 3

1998 CLEAN HATER ACT (C~A} SECTION 303 (d)
LISTING GUIDELINES FOR CALIFORNIA

(A~gust II, 1997)

A. Introduction

The TotalMaximum Daily Load (TMDL) Wor~group~ identified the
need to develop statewide consistency on 303(d) llst~ng
issues. At its roundtable meeting on April 30, 1997, the
workgroup decided to develop 303(d} listing guidellnes that
would be acceptable to the Regional Water Quallty Control
Boards (RWQCB), State Water Resources Control Board (S.WRCB),
and U.S. Environmental Protection Agency (U.$. EPA}. Three

.work teams were formed to address various 303(d) listing
issues. Each team met several times to develop a draft work
team product. The work team products were circulated for
comment from the TMDL workgroup and the drafts were revised
by the work teams. The TMDL workgroup held a second
roundtable meeting on July 28, 1997 to review the integrated
product of ~he three work teams, and revisions to the listing
guidelines were made (a list of attendees at the TMDL
roundtableomeetings a~d.work team members is attached).

The guidelines address the following topics: listlng/
".delisting factors, s’cheduling and prioritization, public

notice procedures, the 303(d) list submittal package, and
coordination with the Watershed Management Initiative (WMI).

B. Listing Factors

The following factors were developed to provide for
consistent statewide decisions on listing Callfornia surface"
water bodies under CWA Section 303(d). However, they are
meant to be flexible, and the RWQCBs should exercise Judgment
based on the specific circumstances for each water body. The.
listing factors will be reviewed periodically and may be
revised to reflect new scientific information or newly
developed water quality criteria (e.g., sediment criteria,

~ An ad hoc workgroup Of staff from the Regional Water Quality
Control Boards, State Water Resources Control Board, and U.S. EPA

that have an interest in 303(d) issues.
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criteria for evaluation of wetland functions). Information
sources which should be considered include sources listed in
40 CFR 130.7(b)(5) and.sources found in Appendix D of the
1996 305(b) Guidance from U.S. EPA.

Water bodies may be llsted if any one of these factors is
met=:

1. Effluent llmitatlons or other pollutlon control
requirements [e.g., Best Management Practices {BMPs)] are
not stringent enough to assure protection of beneficial
uses and attainment of SWRCB and RWQCB objectives,
including those implementing SWRCB Resolution Number 68-.
16 ~Statement of Policy with Respect to Maintaining High
Quality of Waters in Callfornia" [see also .40 CFR
130.7 (b) {l) ].

2. Fishing, drinking water, or swimming advisory currently
in effect. This does not apply to advisories rela~ed to
discharge in violatlon of ex~stlngWDR’s or NPDES permit.

3.. Beneflcial uses are impaired or are expected to be
impaired within the listing cycle (i.e. in next two
years). Impairment is based upon evaluation of chemical,

. physical, or biological integrity. Impairment will be
determined by ~qualltative assessment"~ physical/
chemical monitoring, bioassay tests, and/or other
biological monitoring. Applicable Federal criteria and
RWQCB Water Quality Control Plans determine the basis for
impairment status..

= U. S. EPA’s national policy is that water bodies’impaired by
natural conditions should be llsted. In llght of this policy,
the RWQCBs should consider designating ~uchwater bodies as a low
priority for establishing TMDLs.

3 Qualitative Assessment: An assessment based upon information
other than ambient monitoring data. Information used mayinclude
land use data, water quallty impacts, predictive modellng using
estimated input varlables, or fish and game blologlst surveys. A
sole rellance on professional judgment, llterature~statements
(often Judgment based), or public comments should not be the only

basis for listing.

-2-
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4. The water body is on the previous 303(d) list and either:
(a) ~monitored assessment"4 continues to demonstrate a

violation of objective(s) or {b) ~monitored assessment"
has not been performed.

5. Data indicate tissue concentrations in consumable body
parts of fish or shellfish exceed applicable tissue
criteria or guidellnes. Such criteria or guidelines may
include SWRCB Maximum Tissue Residue Level values, FDA
Action Levels, NAS Guldelines, and U.S. EPA tissue
criteria for the protection of~wildllfe as they become
available.

6. The Water quality is of such concern that the RW~’B
determines the water body needs to be afforded a level of
protection offered by a 303 {d) listing.

C. Delisting Factors

Water bodies may be delisted for specific pollutants or
stressors if any one of these factors is met:

~    I. Objectives are revised (for example, Site Specific
..     Objectives), and the exceedence is thereby eliminated.

2. A beneficial use is de-designated after U.S. EPA approval
of a Use AttainabilltyAnalysis, and the non-support
issue is thereby eliminated.

"3. Faulty data led to the initial listing. Faulty data
include, but are not limited to, typographical errors,
improper quality assurance/quallty control
procedures, or Toxic Substances Monltoring/State Mussel
Watch EDLs which are not confirmed by risk assessment for
human consumption.

4. It has been documented that the objegtives are being met
and beneficial usesare not impaired based-upon
~MonitoredAssessment" criteria.

4 Monitored Assessment: For aquatic life uses, monitored
assessment should be based upon a minimum of Level 2 information,
as indicated in the 1996 305{b) guidance [Guidellnes for
Preparation of the 1996 State Water Quality Assessments (~305(b)

¯Reports~), EPA 841 B-95-001, May 1995; Pages 5-6 through 5-10,
Tables 5-2 & 5-3]. There is a need to develop guidance for
Minimum Data Requirements for assessing other beneficial uses.
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5. A TMDL has been approved by the U.S. EPA.

6. The@e are control measures in place which will result in
protection of beneficial uses. Control measures include
permits, clean up and abatement orders, and watershed
management plans which are enforceable and include a time
schedule.

D. Priority Ranking, Targeting, and Scheduling

~rior~tyRanking

A priority ranking should be provided for listed waters to
.guide TMDL planning pursuant to 40 CFR 130.7. RWQCBs should
apply the following criteria in ranking TMDLs in high (H),
medium (M), and low |L) priority categories:

water body significance (such as importance and.extent of
beneficial uses, threatened and endangered species"
concerns and size of water body}

degree of impairment or threat (such as number of
pollutants/stressors of concern, and number of beneficial
uses impaired or threatened)

conformity with related activities in the watershed (such
as existence of watershed assessment, planning, pollution
control, and remediation, or restoration efforts in the
area)

potential for beneficial use protection or recovery

degree of public concern

.. - available information

-4-
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All water bodies should be ranked in one of the three categories
(H, M and L) . Not a11 high priority waters need to be targeted
in the next two years for TMDLs.

~cheduling and Targeting

Schedules for starting, completing and submitting TMDLs should be
provided for all listed waters/pollutants pursuant to 40 CFR
130.7|d)(1). The schedules should provide for submittal of all
TMDLs for all listed waters/pollutants on the 1998 llst. Given
the difficulty of estimating TMDL development time frames, RWQCBs
should make best estimates based on TMDL resource planning
efforts being conducted pursuant to the EMI process. The
schedules should be presented in three levels to reflect degree
of certainty regarding the attainability of the schedules.

Level 1: Next Two Years: Some waters should be targeted for
TMDL development over the next two years pursuant to 40 CFR
130.7. Waters should be targeted in cases where substantial
work on TMDL development is expected during the next two
years, even if the TMDL is not scheduled for completion until
after the nexttwo years. The schedules for targeted waters
should be consistent with the RWQCB’s WMI planning chapter..

~ The~ rationale for targeting a particular set of waters should
be documented~

Level 2:. Five Year Time Frame: RWQCBs should provide
schedules for TMDLs to be initiated over the next five years,
resource needs for.which should be reflected in the RWQCB’s

".WMI planning chapter (see section G) and addressed An
resource allocationdecision-making. Schedules should be
based onthose TMDL activities for which RWQCBs are actlvely

"seeking funding support and should include TMDLs for which
"funding is reasonably likely to become available through
other state, federal, or.third party |e.g.,~ discharger)
sources.

Level 3: ~ears 5-13: RWQCBs should provide tentative
schedules for c0mpleting TMDLsfor the remaining waters over
a period not to exceed 13 years. Schedules should be based
on those TMDL activities for which RWQCBs are plannlng to
seek funding support, with appropriate caveats stating that
these provislonal schedules are dependent on resource
availability and further evaluation of TMDL applicability and
feasibility.

-5-
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E. Public Notice Procedures

At a minimum, each RWQCB shall conduct the followlng public
participation activities :

1. Provide a 30-day comment period with publlc notice of the
proposed 303(d) list. The RWQCB should consider the
following options to fulfill the publlc notice
requirements:

Option A. RWQCB workshop and adoption of lthe draft
303(d] list at a public hearing

The RWQCB may conduct a workshop to consider the dr~ft
303(d) list followed by a publlc hearing to adopt the
303(d) llst.. A 30-day publlc notice shall be provided
for the workshop and 45-day publlc notice shall be
provided for the publlc hearing.~ Written comments
should.be submitted 15 days prior to the public
hearing.

Option B. RWQCB adoption of the draft 303(d) list at
a regular Board meeting
The RWQCB may adopt the 303(d) llst at a regular Board
meeting. A 30-day public notice of the RWQCB’s intent
to consider adoption of .the draft 303(d) llst, TMDL

-~ priorityranking and schedullng should be provided.
The publlc notice shall sollcltwrltten comments on
the draft 303{d) list. Written comments should be
submitted 7 days prior to the RWQCB meeting.

Option C. RWQCB adoptlon.of the draft 303(d| llstat
¯ ~;            a public hearin~ (no workshop]

The RWQCB may adopt the 303(d) llst at a duly noticed
public hearing (45-day publlc notice). The publlc
notice shall solicit written comments on the draft
303(d| llst. Wrlttencomments should be submitted 15
days prior t6 the RWQCB meeting.

2. Prepare a responsiveness summary (40 CFRpart 25)
responding to all written comments on the draft 303[d)
list received by the cut-off date.
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The I~3~Q~B should consider the fo~lowi~g:

Provide 90-day public notice of RWQCB’s intent to consider
revisions to 303(d) list, establlsh TMDL priority ranking and
development schedule. This notice should outline the
criteria used for listing decisions and which watersheds will
be assessed in this listing cycle. The notice shall solicit
information, data, and other relevant factors to assist RWQCB
staff in the preparation of the draft 303(d) llst and TMDL
priority ranking/schedule.

F. 303 (d) List Suhmlttal Package

.At a minim~uu, each RWQCB should submit to the SRR~B the
following information with the 303 (d) llst suk~ttal:

1. 303 (d) list of water bodies. (referenced on maps, i~
feasible), pollutant or stressors, pollutant s0ur~es,
extent of impairment (e.g. miles of stream, acres of
estuary),’TMDL priority ranking and schedule for TMDL
devel0pment for all listed water bodies by the RW~CB; and

2. llst of water b~dies and associated watersheds
(referenced on maps, if feasible) which were assessed in
the current cycle~ and

3. factors used to llst or delist specific waterbodies (see
sections B and C). criteriaused to prioritlze TMDL
development (see section D.Z. }. Criteria used to
generate TMDL development schedules (see section D.2. );
and

4. documentation for TMDL priority ranking and scheduling
decisions, which may include an estimate of resource
needs for high p:iority water bodies for TMDT,
development; and

5. documentation of the public participation process

a. public notlce(s)
b..responsiveness summary; and
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6. list of RWQCB file(s) which contain the individual water
body assessment data, information, etc. upon which the
listing decision was made (note: .a RWQCB may choose to
submit the data assessment information in lleu of the
minimum list of files to the SWRCB as part of the
submittal package. This may be warranted for some water
bodies where there is significant controversy).

G. Coordination wit~ the Watershed Management Initiative

RWQCBs should conduct the 303(d) assessment consistent with
each region’s schedule outlined in the WMI chapter for
updating the Water Quality Assessment (WQA|. The WQA
includes the 303(d) listing. TheTMDL priority ranking and
scheduling shall also be.consistent with the WMI chapter. In
order to assure this consistency, each RWQCB should:

1. include the 303(d) listing/review schedule for each.
watershed in the regions’ WMI chapter; and          ¯

2. include the TMDL priority ranking and scheduling in the
regions’ WMI chapter; and

3. include resource allocation projections for conducting
the 303(d) listing assessment in the regions’ ~I
chapter.

4. in caseswhere the RWQCB 2ocused. the 303(d)
llsting/revlew on a subset of watersheds in the region,
public, comments on water bodies outside of targeted
watersheds will be directed to the WMI process for
prioritlzatlon.

-8-

D--035537
D-035538



IIII



February 9, 199~

RESPONSE TO COM2V~NTS ON 1998 303(d) AND TMDL PRIORITY LIST
(Reference to specific commentors are noted in parentheses.)

General Comment~

Several comments pertain to listing procedures, the listing process, and the extent ofour
review of available data. We focused our reviewon the Bay segments, given our resource
and time constraints. We recognize that there are data available on many urban creeks and
other water bodies. However, rather than accept these data with lh~ted time to review
and assess them, it will be more prudent to review and assess the s~ggested data and data
sources over the next two years which will allow for a much more comprehensive review
for the next update. (Matin Audubon, BayKeeper, CBE, Friends ofCorte Madera,
Benida).                                            :

Other comments pertain to whether a Water body and/or pollutant ~ressor should be listed
when there may be uncertainties assodated with the basis for listing (e.g., data quality,
exceedance of narrative standards). It some cases it is more appropriate to list the
pollutant and rank it low for development ofa TMDL until the uncertainties are resolved,
versus the alternative ofnot listing a pollutant until uncertainties are resolved. We also
expect f~rthar monitoring and assessment of a listed water body will resolve uncertainties
and may lead to consideration ofdelisting in some cases. (NRDC, BayKeeper, CBE,
BADA)

¯ .There were a number of comments on the priority ranking recommended for TMDL
development. We share many commentors concerns about the importance ofmany ofth~
identified problems. However, we are constrained by limited resources at this time. High
priority listing are fimlted to those pollutant stressors that we have already commenced
working on or otherwise expect to start working on using known resources with~ the
next two years. Priorities and schedules will be reviewed and revised with each listing
update (e.g., in two years, certain medium priority listings will become high priority
listings).                                           .

Comments on Bay Segments

Determination of Compliance With Standards

Technical and procedural issues ha~e been raised concerning compliance with standards
and listing of a water body as impaired due to a particular pollutant stressor.

I." Clear Violations of Standards

The water bodies and pollutant stressors listed on the 303(d) list are those cases where
current standards are clearly exceeded (BADA, NRDC). The current standards consist of
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the narrative and numeric objectives in the Basin Plan, the State antidegradation policy,
and the federal standards promulgated for the San Frandsco Bay Region under the 1992
National Toxics Rule. These standards apply to all fresh, salt, and estuarine waters as
specified in the 1995 Basin Plan amendments--except for the Lower South Bay (south of
the Dumbanon Bridge) where the numeric Basin Plan obj.ectives do not apply (NRDC).

The Regional Board has reviewed national criteria, and, where appropriate adopted
numeric objectives based on these criteria (subsequently vacated by the court decision to
overturn the statewide plans). The Board has also consistently identified those constituents
for which site-specific objectives might be appropriate in a series of Triennial Reviews
since 1985 and undertook the complete process of developing site-spedfic objectives and
TMDLs) for two high priority constituents--copper and nickel-in all embayments. Those

¯ site-specific objectives and TMDLs were subsequently remanded by the State Board (also
due to the court derision). Despite procedural di~cultles assodated with site-spedfic
objectives, the Board staff’continue to believe that slte-spedfic Objectives are both;
necessary and appropriate forcopper, nickel, mercury, sd~nium, and PCBs (in all
embayments) and potentially other metals in the Lower South Bay. This assessment is
based on a significant body of research, monitoring data, and analyses. How.ever, until that
process is completed for each constituent, the current standards apply.

The fo.Ilowing constituents/indicators dearly exceed standards in on~ or more of the San
Frandsco Embayments:

Toxicity: the numeric’and narrative toxicity objecti~,es are exceeded on a regular basis
in the Ddta, Suisun Bay, Carqulnez Strait, and San Pablo Bay, and South and Lower
San Frandsco Bay. The observed toxicity hasbeen linked to two specific pesticides:
diazinon and chlorpyrlfos. Also, diazinon has been measured at levels which exceed
concentrations recommended by the California Department ofFish and Game. (40
ng/l (parts per trillion) four-day average / 80 ng/l one-hour average)

Sdenium: A formal health advisory has been issued by OEHHA for benthic-feeding
ducks in Suisun, San Pablo, and South San Francisco Bays. This health advisory
clearly establishes that REC-1 benefidal use is not fully supported,.and, hence,
standards are not fully met.

Mercury: Mercury concentrations in the main embayments and several local stream-
Bay confluences exceed the current Basin Plan numeric objectives on a consistent
basis. In addition, a formal health advisory based on mercury levels in fish tissue has
been in effect for all embayments sin~ the early 1970s.

Nickel: Nickel concentrations in the main embayments and sevhral local stream-Bay
confluences exceed the current Basin Plan numeric objectivhs on a regular, basis.
Existing data indicate that impairment associated with nickel is greatest in the Lower
South Bay and that site-specific objeotives for nickel are necessary and appropriate for
all embayments.

2
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Copper: There has been a significant amount ofsdenfific and regulatory attention
pald to copper concentrations and the development of appropriate objectives for the
Bay. Wl~le formal numeric objectives are not currently in the Basin Plan, staff’believe
that compliance with the narrative standards is best judged by whether concentrations
meet or exceed 4.9 ug/l total copper at this time (4.9 ug/l is the techniccd basis for the
site-specific objective adopted by the Regional Board and remains valid). Staff’
anticipate that when US EPA promulgates the California Toxics Rule, that all
embayments will be in compliance with copper standards except the Lower and South
Bays.                                                         ..

PCBs (including diox|n-llke PCBs): Regional Monitoring Program data, as well as
ongoing studies of’cleanup sites, Bay sediment, and fish contamination consistently
indicate that levels of PCBs in the Estuary are above thresholds of concern. The extent
and nature of the water quality problem is highly dependent, on the mannerin which
these thresholds are derived. If thresholds are based on comparing total PCB
concentrations to a single tissue or water column concentration, then monitoring data
are frequently above the threshold. I~ however, Aroclor mixtures are used as the basis
for deriving the threshold value, measured PCB concentrations trigger the threshold
less frequently. Finally, if thresholds are based on individual PCB congeners, then
measured concentrations only exceed the threshold on occasion. However, there is an
interim health advisory in effect for consumption offish due to pcBs, and we are
interpreting this interim advisory as a violation of the narrati~,e standards protecting
REC-1 beneficial uses. Consequently, it is appropriate to list PCBs on the 303(d) list
at this time (CBE, BayKeeper).

We intend to develop a comprehensive, watershed-based control strategy for any
ongoing (and potential) sources ofPCBs (CBE, BayKeeper, NRDC). Staff’have
already begun the process of collecting information from a diverse array of sites
researchers working with Regional Monitoring Program have begun to analyze PCB
"fingerprints" of Bay samples to determine what fraction of measured PCBs are
associated with historical discharges.

Exotic Species: Exotic species clearly pose a significant threat to the San Francisco
Bay segments and their beneficial uses. Affected uses include: navigational uses by
blocking navigation channels; recreational uses by reducing numbers of sport fish; and
commercial uses by reducing the numbers offish relied on by commercial fisherman.
The source of exotic species is discharge of ballast water. This issue should be given a
high priority.

Based on this process and infor~mation, staffagrce with commentors that:

Nickel violations in San Pablo, and Suisun Bays, Carquinez Strait, and the
Delta were inadvertently omitted from the 303(d) list and will be added (BADA).
However, we will first develop a TMDL for South San Francisco Bay as a pilot

3
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project. Subsequently, we will address nickel in the other embay~ents.
Accordingly, staff’are assigning a low priority to a TMDL for nickel in the North
Bay segments.

Sdenium levels are the basis for an existing health advisory in effect for the South
Bay (’m addition to the embayments already listed) and thus South San Frandsco
Bay should be added to the 303(d) list. Based on research the Board requh’ed in
1992, inputs of selenium to this water body appear to be linked to local geological
features and domestic use ofgroundwater drawn fi’om pockets ofsoil high in
sdenium. Accordingly, staff’are assigning a low priority to a TMDL for sdenium
(CLEA~ SB, CD~:~).

The proposed listing ofpesticides should be changed to diazinon in all San
Francisco Bay embayments to reflect the specific constituent of concern.,
(CLEAN SB, ACCWP, SCVURPPP)

PCBs in fish in all San Francisco Bay embayments are cause for an interim
health advisory, and as such should be included on the 303(d) list. (BayKeeper,
CBE)

.Exoti� Species are causing impairment or pose a significant threat to uses to all
San Francisco Bay embayments and should be included on the 303(d) list.
(BayKeeper)

2. Potential Violation of Standards

While there are a limited number of numeric objectives that specifically apply to San
~randsco Bay, Board staffanticipate that US EPA will promulgate standards for all
constituents for which objectives do not currently exist in the Region in the near future.
These standards will not supersede existing Basin Plan objectives and will be based on
national criteria (i.e. th~ will not include a consideration of site-specific conditions). In
anticipation of federal action, Board staffhave used the proposed criteria as screening
critedato identify cases where there may be a potential violation of standards in the
future.

There are a number of instances where tissue and water column data trigger the proposed
federal standards. Further analysis is necessary to determine (a) if the federal standard is
indeed appropriate for local conditions, (b) the extent to which appropriate standards are
exceeded, and (¢) whether there are any ongoing, controllable sources that are
conm’buting to observed tissue and water column concentrations.

We have the following specific comments about our assessment of Dioxins, Chlordane,
Dieldrin, DDT (and by-products), Heptachlor, and PAHs in San Francisco Bay
embayments:
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Dioxins: Over the past three year~., the Board has issued detailed, additional
¯ monitoring requirements to dischargers and Board staff’have conducted a
thorough analysis ofdioxins in the Region. A number ofproposed policy options
for addressing dioxins have been developed by staff’and are the subje~:t of’a public
hearing this February (2/98) before the Board. Based on that extensive data
review, staffhave determined that:

Dioxin levds in San Francisco Bay Region are comparable to background
levels found elsewhere in the country and around the world;

The interim fish consumption health advisory indicates that the additional risks
posed by dioxins are much, much smaller than those posed by mercury and
PCBs; thus mercury and PCBs should be higher priority than dioxins; and

¯ Current levels and fingerprints ofdioxins indicate that the primary sources to
water are atmospheric deposition; and that 2,3,7,8-TCDD national criteria are
not likely to be exceeded.

.. It is our current assessment that dioxin levels may not vioIate the anticipated
2,3,7,8-TCDD national standards when they are promulgated. Consequently, we
believe it is inappropriate to list San Francisco Bay embaymems as water-quality
limited due to dioxins at this time (CBE, BayKeeper).

Chlordane, Dieldrin, DDT (and by-products), Hept=chlor, =rid PAHs: As
described in the Water Quality Assessment, tissue levels of these constituents
fi’equently exceed the tissue concentration levels embedded in the proposed federal
standards. As is the case with PCBs, it i~ unclear whether the implicit tissue
concentrations are appropriate for assessing local conditions. It should also be
noted that except for PAI-Is, observed concentrations of these constituents are
probably assodated with historical contamination and not ongoing discharges.
PAHs, on the other hand, are probably assodated with atmospheric deposition.
Because of these concerns, we do not believe that there is enough evidence to
support a determination era clear violation of narrative ob, je~ves at this time.
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LIST OF COMMENTORS

(As of Februm’y 9, 199~)

Natural Resources Defens~ Council (David Beckman) - Pre-Public Notice Letter

Ma~ Audubon (Barbar~ Salzman)

~ Soud~ Bay (Trish Mulv~)

California Fish and Game (CF&G)(Brian Hunter, Region 3)

Natural R~sourc~s Defense Council (NRDC) (David Beckman)

Community for s B~t~ Environment (CBE) (Grog KartS)

San Francisco BayKe~per (Michael Lozeau).

Ci~y of San lose ~ City of Santa Clara / Sant~ Clara Wat~ Pollution Con~’ol Plant (Carl

Mo~er)
AIam~la Countywide Cle~n Wat~ Program (ACCWP) (G. Rober~ I-laIe)

Bay Area Dischargers Association (BADA) (Larry Walker)

Bruc~ Abelli-Amen

Santa Clara Valley Urban RunoffPollution Prevention Program (SCVURPPP) (Adam Olivieri)

Friends ofCorte Madera Creek Wat~rshe, d (Carol D’Alcssio / Sandra Guldman)

City of Benicia (Victoria Shidell)
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Re: l~ed a~d ~ened W~ ~; Oeun W~er A~ ~ 303(~

~ ~ S~on 303(~ ~d (e) d~es ~ not ~g ~ ~ yo~ ~ ~d ~e S~

303(~e) or 305~) ellen,. We ~ ~t ~ ~~ ~ ~~ ~ ~
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Ex~-udve Of~c~
I, TRDC Comments ¯
November 25, 1997
Page 2
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In these and othe~ tespczts, we believe that your agency, has not met the ~
¯ standards v,~th re~ to Section 303(d) and 303(e) of the Clean Water A~ We r~f~Iy
"request and urge tha~ you, as the cEiefexec~ve of your agency, i~..~g~Lz rectif7 these isstms,
ea~h of which ~hould have been ~plet~ a~d in pl~e no ~ than June 1979¯ Please �ontagt

¯ us if you have que~on~ or wish to discuss our .comments. Thank you for ¢onsidrring our views.

Very truly yours,

David S. B~lmum. E,q.
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Matin Audubon Society Box599 Mill Va ey, California 94942"0599

February ~2, 1998

Regional Water Quality ~ontrol Board
FEB - 5 IS98

2101 Webster Street, ~. 500 ~ CQNTROL
Oakland, CA 94612/

RE: 303(d) WaterAuality Assessment of Impaired Water Bodies
/

ATT: TOM MUMLEY~

Dear Board Members:

¯ The Marin Audubon SocieEy wishes to request that Corte Madera
Cre~k be added to the list of water bodies to be assessed as pa~t
of this year’s evaluation. We also recommend that all of the
other creeks in Marin County be systematically evaluated to
determine the need to include them in this program.

While we would like to see all of the~Creeks £n Matin County
assessed under this program, only three water bodies are on the
proposed list. It is unclear why these were chosen over others.
W~ believe that Corte Madera Creek meets the criteria for
inclusion in this program.

Curie Madera Creek iS the largest Creek in Marin County. This
water body has been impacted by urban development and uses, yet
it retains a remnant steelhead population and several remaining
tidal marshes support endangered clapper rails. Other beneficial
uses include recreation and migratory bird habitat. An active
watershed group focusing on its problems has developed over. the.
last 4 years and will be beginning a watershed planning effort
shortly.

Thank you for considering our recommendation.

~a~fa Sa~?~an, C. hair
/ Co~serva~i on~Comm i t tee
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O~nu~ry ~2~ t998

To~ Mu~ley,

Regional Water Quality ~ontrol Board
2101 Web.tar street~ Suite 500
Oakland, CA 94612

RE: 1998 Water Quality Assessment end 303(d) llst

Dear Dr. Mumley:

Please extend the llstlng of selenium as ¯ cause of
Impalrmentto LoNer Bay and South Bay with a medium to high
priority for Initlatlng source control activities.

Concerns and re~erenoes Inol~de the s~rlngent level of ~he
public ~ealth consumptlon advisory for diving ducks (scaup:a~d
scorer), the apparent correlation of selenium with redd coat.
disease and abno~ally shortened vtbrissae in harbor seals
observed at Mowry Slough, data f~om the Regional Monitorin~
P~o~ra~ for Trace SubStances (San Francisco Estuary In~tltut~),
and the.Metals Control Measures Plan priorities (Santa Clara!
Valley Urban Runoff Pollutlon Prevention P=ogram).

Research by Grog Cutter (Old Domln~on University} eugg~s
tha~ the San ~ose/Santa clara Water Pollutlon Control Plant~Is a
s~gn~floant conveyance for s~lenlum to South ~sy. The ~epor~
"copper and S.len~um £n the Water Supply of ’�.he Santa Clara..’
Valley" indicates that the potable water supply (mostly
ground water sources) contributes ~iEty percent of the influ~nt
load (p.7~}-- with ~ive wells contributing a
amount (App0C) o So~ce control mffort~ should consider    |
redirecting ~hose wells to nonpotable irrigation uses mxcep~ in ’!
times of drought emorgenoies,

For ~he record, I do support the listing of "pe.ticlde~" for
all Bay and Delta segments. I also agree with. the dlmcue.i~n at
the Santa Clara Basin Watershed Management Initiative Bay |
Monitoring and’Modellng mooting that listing of spoolfic!.
pesticide, should be considered. ’

Thanks ~or your consideration o~ thess co~ments. Plea~e
call if you have questlon~ (~50-3~6-0252).

sincerely

Co-~ounder, CLEA~ South Bay
527 Rhode8 Drive, Pale Alto, CA 94303

attachments                                                          .
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Sta’te. of California The Resources Agency

Memorandum

To : Date:
Mr. Thomas Mumlcy Fcbrua~ 2, 1998

¯Senior Water Resources Control Engineer
California Regional Water Quality Control Board
San Francisco Bay Region ~,UFOI~I~ I?F.GIONAL WATER

2101 Webster S~., Suite 500 7ER -
Oakland, CA 94612 ’ "    .

From : Delmrtm,nt of Fi*h and ~me "~.JAJ.rfY CONTROL 15OA,tD

SuNe~..Proposed Revisions to Section’303(d) List and Priorities for Development of’Total Maximum
Daily Loads (TMDLs) t’or the San Francisco Bay P.egion

Department biologists have rewewed your staff report and p~oposed revisions to the Sec6on
303(d) list and priorities for develgPme~.tofTMDLs for the Board’s jurisdictional area.~ In
genera, we are ver  su mve ofy0 :proi  a r= ,io  and #oriti  to r olve
many current threats to fish and wildlife2:.Ho ~.weve.r, we suggest,...due .to the recent federal listing of
steelhead as a threatened species under the Endangered Species Act, and the apparem prolonged
time line for initiation of monitoring or other data gathering activities, that waters which am used
by this species for migration ~md spawning be el~ ~.....a high priority. ’

Conditions which are especial, ly deleterioi~G~onidfishes include: siltation, discharge
..of toxic materials such as detergents, Or .dis’mf.~.~. Xid...mmi "~.,~.sUCh as ammonia, increases
-:in BOD and temperature. Non-point soum~peLlutan~ fromConfin~i animal operations, as well
as urban nmoff can contribute to unacceptable Si~,s~. ~./. ~ m0.rtality of this sensitive species.

Steelhead still exist in the Napa Pd~;~r~ Sonoma Ct~ee. k,.and the Pctaluma River drainage,
.’:tributary to San Pablo Ba~, Walker and Lagunitas Creeks, tn’b~ to Tomales Bay; and San
Franciscito, Coyote and Ouad~. ~ C~ki, tn*~ to. S0mhmy:i:-Whi!e w, understand that
your board may not priorit~ the r~u~a~ion Of !~#~tu~ 0r.m’oar~~nma~ .on the ~’ne ]eva
as that of municipal and indus~al pollmams,~,e ~re ~t~dieless cot~v~need that the TMDL

We strongly encoui~ your board to ~nsid,r el~vating the prio’~i.~ E~g for thos, waters
listed above, and undertake ~e ad~tioiml momtorm~, and assessment IX.ograms suggested m the

If you have anyqunstions~ .please call Michae~ Rugg,.Water Quality Biologist at (707) 944-

Brian Hm~r
Regional Manager
Region 3

co: Don Lollock, OSPR
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Via faedmI1e and U.S. Mall

Mr. Thomas Mumlcy     "
~enior Wa~er Resoui’ces ~mtrol Engineer
C̄alifornia Rel~ional Water Quality Cbntrol Board
S̄an Francisco Bay Re~ion " .
9-1.01 Webster &re~t, ~ulte 500 .
Oakland, CA 94612

Re: Comments on Seclio~t 303(d) List Update

T "hank you f~x" l~s’bpporttmib, [o ~mrnenl on th~ ~l:B(d) list update. Thcs~ ~ram~nls are
ma~ on behalf of San Prancisco BayKeeper and Dcl~ (hereinaf~r
Attached lo thls Icttea" Is a tabl.e, of |mpalred w~,lef bodie~ and cau,~e,s d impairment (Table I) to b¢
considered for addltion to the h~ We reeogmz~ that ~tting Total ’Maximum Dally Loads
(’q’MDLs"), including the n~e~ary waste load allocations ("Wl~s") and kx~l aIIoeatiom
("l~s"). for all of tl~ water Ixxties Hs[ed in the tabl~ ha the immediate future would be
burdensome, but we bellevc that it Is critical for the 303((I) list to be complete |n order to accurately

¯ The iaaiora~ l~OVZded in the staff .report _for.~X including ~ known are, ssc~ are
. ~. ropdate and do~ot ¢x~mpoct with Sect/co .3.03(d) o¢:tbe ~..ean Water Act. For example, those

.. o’pomnants where staFF has determined that ident]f’~l water q_uality problems have been addressed
by. local regulab3ry program, s are n~x included. The r~port offcrs up s~l. enium as an cxamplc¯
this category. The example points out why this category needs to be included on the li.q. First o1"
all, selcmum has been pro _p0s~_ for inclusion on the ii..~ despite the r~port’s use of it as an

retmertes mmv~atm~ control struteLnes, however, ouac¢ sources ot selenium e.nst as wett amx are
n.ot or may not be mldressed _by those ICSs. Indeed, the hi,best .l~vels of seIemum detected in the
Bay arc hi the South .Ba~. ~ .no ex~anatton is offered which alarms that the refinery less will
rcs~ve that problem m sts enurcty. Indeed, the ,~,mth Bay and Loww South Bay are l~e only
segments where selenium is not listed as a stressor (but, of course, should be), In short, there are
st nmnber of identified problems where a number or sources exist and where it is uncertain that
current regulatory dcclsl_o.n.s will bring the .l~Yolem under control. Staff should include on the

a-tvtu, - pnoritization ~. not as a nutoJ~ r~ meaumon on the list a tmpain:xl wa~em

¯ .. Similarly, the s.l~ff report .offers a rationale for avoiding identifying certain stressocs.where
msu.l.ltcient itfforma[ion exists to ee~dne whether_aTMDt, l~x.~ss ~ld afford beUer .w~.ter
quality...l~ecLio.n._th~ cxls.tln.g l_oc~l.requ].’_r~-men_ts, This._ .r~tionalc appears desis~.d m exptmn why
none c/me results shown m me t<etp~ma~ uoar~s own nsh tissue study have made any impect to
thc ~ 303(d) IisL The staY[ report elaborates by citin8 the high levels oF PCBs known to be

415 ~61
Pr~l~ Bu#ding ~04 ~ 41~

Box 29921 1.800.K~EP.BA
¯ ~n Fran~co, CA 94129-0921          Printed on recycled I)a~er ~ ...................
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BayKecpcr Comments
February 2. 1998
Page 4

Thanks again rot this ~n~ty to comment on the 303(d) list update.. Ir you ~ve any
quc~t;ons, pl~a.se feel free to give me a call at (415) ..~1-~?.99 x. 15.

Sincerely,
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Table I .

Bodica of Impaired Waters and Pollutants

Igamc Cau.s¢~ Supporting

Al~eda Coun~

Alal~eda CI¢¢k Co]:~r Draft An~. ual Monitoring Report 1994-9S for Alameda’ County._ dc Clean Wate¢ Program, ~ 1996, Table
3.2.1-1; Loads A.e~essmcnt Summary Report, Oct. 31,
1991, p. 2-8,.Table

Dia~non Dral’t Anmral Monitoring Report 1994~.95 for Alameda
Countywide Cle.an Water Program, "March 1996, ~. 3-24,
Table 3.2.1-9.

I..¢ad Draft Annual Moni1~ringRetxa’t 1994-95 t’o~ Alameda
Countywide Clean Water Program, March 1~6, Table

Zinc Loads Assessment Summa.D, Relxa’t, Oct. 31, 1991, p.
Table

Ca.stm Valley ~k Copper Draft Annual Monitoring Retxwt 1994-9’2 for Alameda
Countywide Clean Water Program, March 1996, Table
3.2.1-1; Loads Assessment Summary Re/x~’~, Oct. 31,
1991, p. 2-8, Table 4-12.

Dioxin Survey ot; ~ Wat~ Runoff 1’~ Dioxins in the Sun
Francisco Bay Area, Feb. 199’7, p. 4: Table 2..

Lead _Draft Annual Monitoring Relx, rt 1994-9’2 fog Alameda
~ountywide Clean Water Pr~arn, Mar~ 1996. Table
3.2.1-I; Loads Assessment Summary Report, Oct. 31,
1991, p. 2-8, "rablo 4-12.

Mcmuny _Draft Annual Monitoring Report t994-9’2 ~’or Alameda ¯
O:~untywide Clean Water Program, March 1996, Table

PAl-Is Loads Assessment Summary Rctxa-t, Oct. 31, 1991. p. F_.S-"
"/, Table 4-6.

Zinc _Draft Annu~l Monitoring Report 1994-95 for Alameda
~ount]~vide Clean Waler Program, March 1996, Table
3.2.1-1; Loads A~e.ssment Summary Report, Oct. 31,
1991, p, 2-8, Table 4-12.

Chick~ Cr=k Tritium RF’I Phase I Progi’ess RelXnl ! !/94 Environmenlal
Restoration Program, Lawrence Berkeley ~
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Bay ~ Feb. 1~, p. 4. Table

SepU 1, 1~, Table 3.2-Z

3
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Artesian Slough C~er Evaluatlcm or Nine Metals of Concern Vol. II, Aug. 30,
I~, Fig. 1, Appendix B.

Mercu.D, Evaluation of Nine Me.¢als of ~:~ncem Vol. II, Aug. 30,
1996, Fig. 1, Appendix B.

lqickd Evaluation or Nin~ Metals of Concern VoL II, Augl 30,
1996, Fig. i, Appendix B.

Barton Creek Chromium Data from City of Palo Environmen~ Compliance Division,"

Copper Data from City or palo Environmental Compliance Division,
p. 4.

L,cad Data from City or Palo EnvlKx~en~ Compliance Division,

Mctcury Data from City of Palo Environmcntal Compliance Division,
p, 4.

Zinc Data from City of Palo Envi.’ronmental Compliance Division,
p. 4.

Bear Creek Chlorp~’ifos D~ fn.an City tf Palo Alto Environmental Compliance

Copper Dam. from City of Palo Alto Eavircxanental Compliance

Diazinon Dala from City tx¢" Palo Alto Envirmmen~ Compliance
Diviakm, p.

; Mmurf Data f.mm Cit~ of Palo Alto Environmental Compliance
Divis~m, p. 1.

Zinc Data from City of 1~o Al~o F, nvironrncnml Com~iancc

Calabazas ~ ~ Evaluation or Nine Metals o{’ Ccax~rn VoL II, Aug. 30,
1996, Fig. 2, Appendix B.

Mercuo/ Evaluation of Nine Metals or O0ncem Vol. II, Aug. 30,
1996, Fig. 2, Appendix B.

¯ Nicl~ Evaluation of Nine Metals of Concern Vol. II, Aui~. 30,
1996, Fig. 2, Appendix

Oo~o~ Co~k Anthrace¢~ Regional Monitoring Program fox Trace Substances, ! 995
Annual Report, Table 13.
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OuadalUl~ Slough , ~u’omium Evaluation of Nine Mc~s of Con~rn Vol. II, Aug. 30,
I~5. Fig. I. Appendix B.

CoPl~r Evaluation ~ Nine Metals of ~ VoL II, Aug.. 30,
I~. Fig, I. Apl~.ndix B.

lead Evaluation or Nine Me~.~ of Concern Vol. II. Aug,
i1"1"11" V I 1 I iunnnliu

’ "     , I~, Pig. ], Apl~ndix B.

Nicld Evaluation oi" Nin~ Metals of ~xm~Cm Vol. II, Aug.
19~, Pig. I, Appendix 13.

~ Crock Cadmium Dam from City of" I~o AI© F_~vlmnn~n~d C~npliancc
Division, p. ~,

¯ Chlorpyrifo~ .. Coyot� Creek Ripm’i~n Station Report, Jan. _21..1997. p. $
" in West Valley Communiti~ 1995-~/Annual

.̄ ~ Division, p. $,

COpl~r Data from ~_ty ~ Palo Alu~ Em~mumental L’~’~mpLiance
Division, p.-~.      .        .      ¯

.. Disz:iIlon Coyotc Crcck Riparian Station Rcp(.n% .tan. 21, 1997, p. 3
in West Valley Commtmides 1996-97 Annual
Report.

Lead Dam from City of Palo Alto Environmental Compliance
Divisian, p. 3.

¯ "               --       Divlston, p. 3.    .. "       ¯ ’ . - _
¯
Zinc Dam from Ci~, of I~o Alto .Envir~im~n~ COml~ian~

Division, p. 3.

Mowry Slough .Copper £valuation or Nine Mcuds o/" Concern Vol. If, Aug. 30,
~ I~, l~Ig. I, App~ndlx B.

].~ad ¯ I~valuation of l~n¢ Me~s of Concern Vol. II, Aug. 30,
199~, Fig. I, Appendix B.

~ Evaluation or Nine. Metals .or Conct, rn Vol. I!, Aug. 30,
19~, Fig. I, APl~ndix B.
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Nickel r:-valuafion o[’ Nine Metals of Concern Vcl. 1I, Aug.
1996, Fig. 1, Appendix B.

Redwood Creek PAHs Regional Monitoring Program for Trace Sul~tanccs,
Annual Report, Table 13.

PL"Bs Regional Monittxing Program for Trace Sul~,anccs, 1995
¯ Annual Relx’~ Table 13.

San Francisquito Chloq~yrifos .Co~.ote Creek Riparian S...~tion Report, Jan. 21, 1~)7, p. 3
Creek in West Valley Commumties 1996-97 Annual

Report.

Chron~ium Data from Cily of Palo Alto Environmerilal Compl.iance
, Division. IX 2.

Copper "Data from O~ t~ Palo. ~dto Envimnmcnlal Compliance
Division, IX 2.

Diazinon _~gyo~_. L~ek Pdpari~ Station R~poct 3an. 21, 1997 p.
We.st V~II¢~ C, ommumti~s 1996-97 Annual Report.

-... Lead Dam from O~ ~" PaSo A1toF.n~ircranen~
Divlsloa, p. 2.

Mcv:ur/ Dataf~om Oty el Palo Alto Environmental Compliance
Division, IX 2.

Da~a from City ofPalo AltoEnviru~11en~ Compliance
Division, p. 2.

Santtoga ~-ek    . Coliform Urban Oeek Assessment Projet,~ data; Friends of Santa
Clara County Creek~ data; B~yKee~r data; City of Saratoga

Wr, st Union C~=ek U"hlorpyrifos Data from Clty of Palo Alto Eavironmenlal Compliance
Division. p. I.

¯Diazlnon Data from Oty of Palo Alto Environmental Ooml~iaace
Division, V L

HaF, t River       Copper          Regional Montwd_ _ng Program ftx’Tra~ Substan~, 1995
Annual Report, Table 13.             ¯

Dioxin Survey o1" Storm Water Runoff fo~ Dloxin.~ in the San
Francisco Bay Area, Feb. 1997, ix 4, Table 2.

Nickel Regional Mon|todng _PrOgram forTrac¢ Substances, 1995
Annual Report, Table 13.
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PAH~" Regional Monitoring Pr~ram for Trace Sul~tanccs,
Annual l~cpcn’l, Table 13.

PCBs Rcgional .Monitoring Progl-am for Trace Substances, 1995
Annual l~ix~ Tabl© 13. ¯

R~DDE Regional Monitoring Program foi’Trac¢ Sub~u~nccs, 1995
Annual l~¢ix~’t, Tabl© 13.

l:~’talumaRivCx Anthracene Re£i~’,d Monitoring Pro~ focTrac~ Sul:~an~0 1~9~
Annual RClXXt, T~I:~© 13.

Benz~a)pymnc Regional Monitoring Program for Tn~ Substance,
Annual Rclxx’t, Table 13.

Benzo(b)- Regional Monitoring Prognun/’or T’ra~ 8ul~tanccs, !~.5
flouranthcnc Annual l~por’,,Tablc 13. "

~um Regional Monitoring Program footrace Sul~lanc~ !~95
.. ... Annual Refx~t, Tablc 13.

¯ " Di~dnon         Regional Monitoring l~ramfor Trace Substances,
Annual Repo~ Table 13.           .

I-Icptachlor Rcgtonal Monitoring Pto~ for Trace Substaaces, 1995
Epoxid¢ Annual l~eport, Table 13.

.. .. In&no(1,7,,3-cd) Regional Monitoring Program forTracc Su~tances, lg95
¯ py~no Annual Report, Table 13.

:. Rc ona  Moniuring Pa’,gr, un Trace Substances,
: .. Annual Rcport, Tablc 13.

Nickel Rc~ionol Monitoring Program l’or Tr, u~ Su~tanccs,
Annual F,�~ Table 13.

¯. . .. Annual lLepo~ Table 13..

Regional Monitoring Program f~Trace Sub~tanc~,
Annual l~por,., Table 13. ’

ppDDD Region’,d Monitoring Program for Trace Sub~tanc~,
Annual Report, Table 13.

ppDDl~. Regional Monl _i~i_ng Plogram lot Trace Substances, I~95

ppDDT Regional Monitoring Plogram for Tra~ Subslanc~s. 1995
Annual I~ixxt, Table 13.       "
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,San Joaquin River IleF, achlor        Regional Monik~Hng Epoxid¢l~’arn rot T~-acc Subs~mc~.q
1995 Annual Report, Table 13.       "

PCBs Regional Monitor~g Progra~ for Trac~ ~ubslance~, 1995
Annual P,.clx~ Tabtc 13.
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Comments of
Communities for a Better Environment (CBE)

before the
Regional Water Quality Control Board

San Francisco Bay Region

.~egar.~ling the

Proposed update of the .
"Regional Water..Quality AsSessment       -.

of the 303(d) List of Impaired Water Bodies
Within the San Fr~cisco Bay Region

¯¯. January 30, 1998

. lJ. The Priority List must identify wate~ ~n which narrative ’ "
¯ " criteria are not met and fishing uses are threatened. ...........page 2

lII. Dioxin and t’CBs must be identified when
they threaten or haim our.waters ...........~ ......;.... page 3

IV. The Regional Board must �onsider at least six bodies of .
~vidence that show dioxin and.PCBs .t~eaten pabli¢ health
and aquatic life, ~.alr fishing in the Bay, and violate
narrative standards in the Bay and regional meatus .......page 3

V. Ongoing releases of dioxin and PCBs to water pose
substantial threat~ to p.ubfic health and aquatic life
which are only exacerbated by persistent past pollution ........page

¯ List of Att~c~ments ............................page
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Comments of CBE
Page two

I.~.
Thank you for the oppormnit~ to comment on the Regional Board’s proposed "1998     -

Water Quality Assessment of the 30"3(d) List of Impaired W~ter Bodies for the San
Francisco Bay Region" (the "Priority List"). These comments are submitted on behalf of

Communities for a Better Environment (CBE). CBE is a multiracial environmental bealth ¯
and justice organization that woi’ks to protect and improve public health and the environment.

Thousands of CBE,s m~mbers r~side in the San Francisco.Bay Area and ~ a ~

¯ interest in the us~ and protection of San Francisco Bay, the ~nvironmcnt, ~nd public health.
For example, Our SAFER proj~’t.works with low income r~idents who fish the Bay for

"m:reation and subsistence. We am vitally concerned that the Regional Board set forth

approI~riate priorities for water quality ~ction and protection.

¯ The evidence introduced intothe.record With these comments demonstra~ that dioxin~
and t’CBs must be included in an appropriate Priority List for San Francisco Bay. Dioxin
levels that violate narrative standards in Bay Area streams should also be ,included in the
Priority list. These comments are focused upon our u~nt request that the Regional Board
include dioxin and PCBs on the Priority List.as a high priority problem in tbes~ waters.

¯. We believe this evidence shows that the severe pollution problems associatedwi~
¯ :~dioxin-like chemicals in these Waters require’top priority attention by the Regional Board

~d others. We intend to provide additional evidence which will further support Our r~Iuest
that dioxin and PCBs should be listed as a top priority, for action b~ the Regional Board.

II. The Priority List must identify_ wat~’rs in which narrative cr]t~a nr~ not m~t and
fishine uses are threatened. Section 303(d) of the federal Clean WaterAct states that: ..

"F~Ch Stat~ shall identify.those wa~s within its boundaries f~r which tl~ effluent ".fi~-
rations required, by section 1311(b)(1)(A) and section 1311(b~(l)(B) o .f~ds title gr~ not
stringent enough tO, implement any water, quality standard applicable to such waters."

’ §1313(d)(IXA)."

Fcde~al regulations also require that the Regional Board "shall identifF" waters where

these effluent limitations and other pollution controls and ~ management practices "arc
not suingent ~ough to impl~nient any water quality standards (WQS) applicable to such
waters." .40 CFR 130,7(b)(1). These applicablc water quality standards include "numeric
cri.’=~ia, narrative criteria,, waterbody uses, and antidegradation requirements.;" 40 CFR
1~0.7.(b)(3). Fish consumption advis0ries,’impairment .of fishing uses, and pollutant levels

which violate narrative standards must be co’nsidcred by the Regional Board.
s Dioxin, as usezl he.~, r~fcn to all of tl~ dib~nzo-para.~oxin, dibcnzofursn, and PCBs compounds that
e, xlu’bit dioxin-likc m. xicity, or any subset of them. At ¯ minimum the~ m’~ 28 of the.~ compounds.
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As shown below, applicabl~, water quality standards are not implemented due to dioxin
and PCBs levels which violate nan-ative standards and impair or threaten fishing and aquatic

life in South Bay, Lower Bay, Central Bay, Richardson Bay, San Pablo Bay, Ca~q.. ninez " ¯
Strait, Sul~un Bay, the Delta, a~d surface water stream Region-wide.

-̄ IH. Dioxin and PCBs must be identified when they threaten or harm our waters..
In addition to. iden.fifying threatened and impahr.zl waters, the Priority List "shall identi-

fy the pollutants c~using or expected to cause violations of the ~plicab.le water quafity stan-
dards." 40 CFR 130.7(b)(4). "l;hus, in establishing th~ Priority .List, the Regional Board
must identify, dioxin ~d PCBs where waters do not achieve standards because the.~ poilu-

¯ tants violate narrative waWr quafity ~teriaor ~’.aten or impair fishing or ~luatiC life;

~)iox~ should be inclu~]ed in the Priority List for So~th Bay, Lower Ba~, Central Bay, .
Richardson Bay, San Pablo Bay, Carq~inez Strait. Snisun Bay, the Delta, and surface water

"~" streams throughout the Region. PCBs should be included in the Priority List for South Bay,
Lower Bay, Central Bay, Ri~on Bay, San Pablo Bay, Carquinez Strait. Suisun Bay, and
the Delta. As shown below, applicable water quality standards are not met for these pollu-
tants in these waters."                              ..

IV. Tl~e Regional Board must consider at least six bodies of evidence that show dio~n
"and PCBs threaten public health and aouafic life. impair fishin~ jn the Bay. and violat~

¯" " narrative standards in the Bay and in the Reg.,ion’s streams.
Federal regulations require that the Regional B~ard "shaft assemble and evaluate all

existing and readily available water quality-related data and ~nformation to de~,,zlop" ~e
"" Priori~ Li.st. ,~t a minimum this includes "[w]aters for which water quafity problems have "

¯ . bee~ reported by local,’$tate, or federal agencies; members of the pubfi¢; or =cademic insti-
tutions" as well as other information. 40 CFR 1033(’o)(5). The following cvidencz demon:
su-ates’that dioxin ~nd PCBs threaten and imp~ ~luatic and fishing hses. This infonmtion
is ready available to the Regional Board as shown below.

A. Dlo.xinmeasurements which show. violations of na~’ative ~t~r quality start.
d~’ds in streams �~rrying Storm water runoff, ~nd Ba~, discharges in excess of w~ter
q~lityobased effluent limit values, m’e r~dily svsllable to the Regional Boai-d. Indeed,
the February, 1997 "Survey of Storm Water R~noff for Dioxins in the San Francisco Bay

Are~."-w.as prepared by the Regional Board, and discharger self monitoring reports showing
dioxin violations ~re in Board files. These data .~e excerpted in Attachment I..
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The Regional Board runoff study confirms the pre~e~cc of dioxin - dioxins and furans

- in recently s.ampled storm water runoff throughout the Bay Area. Thirty six analyses
(including $ duplicates) are expressed as international toxi~.’ty equivalence (or TEQ, used by
the World Health Organization, .USEPA an~ Regional Board ~mpli.ance moniwring to.

express the additive toxicity .of 17 dioxin and furan compounds) in Table 2 of the report...
Thirty five of these analyses (97 percent) exceeded the water quality standard criterion value
applied by the State in 1991 and proposed by EPA in the California Toxics RUl~ (0.014
pg/L)..These measurements actually underestimate dioxin levels in the runoff, since the

.study method used assume~ that undetected dioxin co.mpounds w~re’at a level of zero.

At least 16 of the samples measured ~ven streams spanning the Bay Area north to
south. Attachment I lists’measuremerits of the Napa River, Laurel Creek. Walnut Cre~

Rheem Creek, Castro Valley Creek. th~ Guadalupe River, and Sunnyvale .East Channel.
Dioxin TEQ exceeds 0.014 pg/L in all of tt~e samples. Eleven of these stream sampl~¯

(69%) exceed this’criteria value by more than 70 times. Eight of these ~ samples
(50%) ex~,d the criteria value by more than 350 times.

Concentrations of dioxin compounds exceed water quality-based criteria in sl~eams
throughout the BayArea. Narrative water qua!jty ~-tandards are not atta~l because of
dioxin in these streams. These streams must be listed for dioxin in the Priority List.

i~ addition, dioxin has been measured at levels which exceed the 0.14 pg/L TEQ value

applied .as an effluent limit in at least 27 samples of treated waste water discharges to the
¯Bay. These discharges in excess of ~ater quality-based limits were reported from at least

three oH refineries discharging to Suisun Bay and San Pablo Bay., and at least five sewage
treatment plan .ts .di.’s.c.. ~h~.’..ng ~ .thle Ba..y’s.cen .tral and souther~ reach~. (See Attachment 1.)

B: Dloxin and PCBs measurements that indicate fish contamination Which vtohttes "
narrative stan~ impair~ fishing, and threatens public health ~tre readily available

" to the Regional Board, An excerpt from the Bo~’d’s own lune 1995 report "Contaminant
Levels in Fish Tissue from San F, ran. ~isco Bay" is included as Attachment 2. This study
shows that PCBs exceed levels of c~n~ern for human consumptio~ in 1~)0 I~:ent of 66 fish ..
tissue samples from across the Bay. It found that dioxin exceeds levels of concern in 84%
of 19 fish tissue samples fron~ around the Bay..Narrative water quality standards prohibit"~

pollutant accumulations in fish that threaten or harm public health When the fish kre con-
~ This pollution threat to public health impairs fishing and does not attain t~ese stan-
dards. PC~s and Dioxin should thus be included in the Priority List for Bay waters.
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C. Bay dloxln and PCBs problems reported by ~heState Ofllce of Environmental

Health ~ Assessment In. a Health Advisory further confirm that dloxin and PCBs
impair fishing uses and vi.olate water quality standards. The Health Advisory is bas~

on’the Regional Board’s fish tissue stuffy dat& was ~ when the Regio.n. ~ Board released
the draft fish tissue study ~oport, and is included as Attachment 3.

’l’his I~Iealth AdviSory says that people should "limit their �onsmuption of San

Pranci .s~o Bay sport fish" in order to "protect themselv~ from potential adverse effects
caused by. ~he levels of the chemicals found in fish by the [Regional Board’s] =tudy." It.
states further that its:         "

"[A]dvice is being issued due to health conc~ns based on exposure to ~port’fish f~m
the bay contaminated with methylmercury, polychlorinated biphenyls (PCBs), dioxins,
and pesticides .... The principle effects of concern (from long-term consumption of
fish) are possible neurotoxicity to developing fetuses, infants, and small children (e.g.,
imPaired mental and motor development), mainly associated with excessive methylmer-

¯cur), or PCBs exposure, and potential increased risks for cancer due to exposure to
¯dioxins, and the pesticides." See Attachment 3.

A health warning ov.er eating the fisl~ people catch in the Bay" demonslrat~s that use of
the Bay for fishing is impaired. Either people eat the fish despite the restrictive advice and -
" .s.uffer from worry or potential health problems, or people restrict tbeir’fishing directly. In
b~th cases, fishing use of the Bay is impaired. Water quality standards that protect fishing"
and public health are not. met throughout .San Prancisco Bay because of PCBs and dioxin.
"l~herefore, these pollutants must be a high priority in the Priority List for all Bay waters.

.’,

D. Fish consumption data collected by CBE and others and provid~i to the

Regional Board in Attachment 4 demonstrate a severe public health threat from dloxin
and PCBs ~ntamination of fish Bay.wide. This evidence demo~ that many people-
eat large amounts of Bay fish, up to an average of one pound per day. Bay anglers, and

¯ especially those who eat the most B~y fish: are predominantly low income people and peo-

ple of color fishing to supplement their., family’s di~t. The Health Advisory in Attachment
re¢o. mine. rids that women of child-bearing ag~: should eat no more than one eight ounce meal ¯
of Bay fish per month. People Who eat al~ound.a day are exposed to dioxin- and PCBs-

¯" tainted fish at more than 50 times/he reconu~ended level. This is a high priority problem.

E.’T~o papers publish~l in the peer-reviewed scientific literature indicate that           ..
harm to aquatic life in San Francisco Bay is assodated with PcBs. This water quality
problem was ~ort~d in the journal Marine Biolog3t by academic researchers associated
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with the University of California, Livcrmorc. The two scientific papers ar¢ includedas

- Att~hment $. These papers link PCBs .t9 a biochemical "marker" of toxicity (aryl hydro-
carbon hydroxyIase) and r~ducc~l ~oduction in starry flounder from the Bay. They pro-

vide strong evidence that l~Bs in the Bay aff~-t z~produ~on of fis.h adv .e~ly.. Thus,
PCBs ~ or at least threaten Bay aquatic life. Tbercfore, the Bay does not meet warm"
.quality standards that assur~ prote~on of aquatic ~ife because ofP(~s. PCBs must be
included in the Priority List of Baywaters.     "     "

¥. PCBs analysis of harbor seal blo~i provides further evidence that PCB. s:pose a

serious threat to aquatic life. The report "Toxic Pollutants, Health Indices, and Population
Dynamics of Harbor Seals in San Francisco Bay, 1989-1992" is based on research by ~’ien-
"tists associated with Moss Landing Marine Laboratories. An ex~rpt of the rcI~rt including

~-"Bs data and analysis ".ss include.~l in Attachment 6. A carefully described an.alysis by these
researchers found that: "PCB residues in San Francisco Bay seal blood is sreater than twice
(2.Tx’s) as high as residue levels associated with reproductive and immunological disordcn ¯
in Wadden Sea harbor seais." San Prancisco Bay does not attain water quality standards

l~’Otccting aq~.ati¢ life from PCBs, in¢luding’a high priority, prot~’t~ marine mammal.

V. On~oin~ re’leases of di~xin and l~Bs to water oose substantial threat~ to
¯ " - healtl~ and aquatic life which are only exacerbate~l by persistent past pol|ution.
’ The January 7, i998 Staff’Report on the proposed Priority List (the "S.taff ~rt")

suggests that some water quality problems need not be listed because they "have already.
bezn address~ by local r~gulatory programs~ It ~d~er suggests that oth~ water quality

problen~, need not be included in the Priority List ~ "~t data suggest these levels
[of pollution] ar~ due to historic and not ongoing discharges." However, even if these zitua-

’. tions wer~ valid re~ons for failure to list an existing pollution problem, neither situation

applies hem. In fact, ongoing dioxin and PCBs discharge is a high priority problmn.

A. Ongoing r~leases to B,~y Am streams md to the Bay demonstrate a continuing
threat from d~oxtn pollution which .has not been addr~sed by technology-based e~nu-
ent limits and other existing requlrmneuts. The l~gional Bo.ard evide~’excerp=d in
Att~hment I proves .wi~ recent.dioxi~ releases to ~¢ks and massive runoff dis-
charges to the Bay at levels which ~twarf water quality standards criteria values. Half of
.these stream samples exce.t.d~ these values by hundreds of times, as dis .~_~s. sed above..

" Further,discharg~ monitoring given to the Board ~ows widespread recurrent dioxinlev¢Is"
in treatezl waste water releases to the ~ay from major dischargerS, including oil refineries
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.. Thus, when the PC~s and dioxin/furan TEQ calculations, which are presented separate-

iy for the fish tests in Attachment 2, are added, the total.dioxin-like toxici~ is far greater
than it is for diokins and furans alone. A recent USEPA analysis of this issue was included .

with the prolx~sed CaliforniaToxi~s Rule, Which is readily available to.the Regional Boa~d, .

was cited in the Staff Report, and is included in Attachment 7. This EPA analysis found that ¯

exposure to PCBs and dioxin fi’om moderately high �ons~fion of San Francisco Bay fish

(about one-fourth of a pound .per day) poses an incremental cancer risk. o~’nearly l-in-l,000."

This risk level is. 100-1,000 times greater than California has considered "acceptable" in the

¯. pim. This evidence of cumulative effects further demonstrates that dioxin and PCBs arc a

top priority for Regional Board action to protect water quality and pubfic he~tix

Pursuant to federal law and regulations, the "303(d)" Priority List proposed here by the

Regional Board must identify all waters in t~e Region that do not achieve water quality ¯

standards after technology.-based effiuen, t limitations and other ~g controls are in place,

as well as the P0.1!utants that violate or are expected .to violate these standards.

;̄ PCBs pollution poS~ serious and substantial threats t~ aquatic fife and public health.

: F-qnther, waters throughout San Francisco Bay do not achieveat.~plicable stem. dards because

,̄ dioxin and P~s impair fishing and threaten ~ublic health and aquatic life, and all streams
": sampled Regign-wide are contaminated with dioxin m levels far above water quality criteria.

Thus, the "303(d)" Priority List must include dioxin ~nd PCBs violating wt.ter quality.

standards in the .Delta, Sulsun Bity, Carquinez Strait, San Pablo Bay, Cent~l Bay,.
Richardson B.ay, Lower Ba~, and South Bay. In additio~ the .Pri~ty List m~ include
streams throughout the Region and include Oio~in v~ol~ting waterquality standards in th~se

streams. These listings ate needed tb assure timely, orderly and appropriate planning and
actions to lm~tect and rektorc thede waters.            ..

Therefore, CBE ~x~ngly urges and requ~ts that the Regional Bo~." 1) add dioxin and

P~ to the Priority List for all Bay waters as set forth above; 2) add’streams in the Region

to the Priority List for dioxin problems as set forth above; and 3).fist dioxin �ompoun.~ and

l’CBs as high priorities for action.
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.Via .F..acsLrr~!e and.                     ..                           "’            " ~ 2/3 934./210                                                                               .      .

. Calif.omia Regional Water Qhality Control Board, " ..      ..                      /O~/2q .WAj~.R
Region 2 ." . . FfB. 8 1998
2101 Webster Streeh Sui~ 500 " "

.Re: prbposed 199~ CWA Section 303(d) List/Sa~ Francisco Bay Regi.on.

. Please accept these additional comments on the 303(d)List on behalf 0fNRDC,
the Santa. Monica BayKeeper,.and Terry.Tamminen.l We have.previously written to
indicate our Views on the matter of Section 303(d) and (e) implementation by your
regional board andthe state as a whol�, and we incorporate those comments contained in
our November 25, 1997 letter by reference. We do not intend to restate those previous
comments here but rather set forth additional comments in light of Region 2’s most
recent Section 303(d) List, Which was made available in January, 1998.

. .C_omprehehsive lis~ing of impaired an~l threatened water bodi¢,s ,r, eq ",ukdng.TMD.Ls.

We remain concerned thai Region 2’s proposed 303(d) fi~t is’not based on a
c0mprehdnsive assembly and review of information and data on water quality and other

. _ impairments regarding all water bodies in Region 2, as the Clean Water Act and its
implemen ".t!ng regulatious require..&i~o e.g., 40 C.F.1L.Sectio~i 130.7. It/deed, wholly
apart from the Section 303(d) scheme, under Clean Water Act Section 305(b) and               ..
accompanying regulations, each regional board is to conduct a regional water quality
assessment (WQA) of all watdr bodies in its region. However, tile Staff Report states

" expli¢itl~ that the proposal1303(d) List is based on an assessment that was primarily. -
focused’on Bay segments, with little or no assegsment of other ward bodies in Region 2.~..
SmffReport, page I. C_fiven the vast number ofpotenfia!!y applicable, streams and rivers.̄  "
in the Bay Area, R seems dear that the Regional Board has not fully considered available
data nor fully assessed~aters within .the region, as required. The vague assurances that

. I/n connection with these comment~, w~ have also reviewed the materials accompanying the proposed
1998 303(d) List including the "StaffReporr Proposed Revisions to ,Section 303(c0 List and Priorities for
Development of Total Maximum Daily Loads (rMDLs) for the San Francisco Bay Region" (Staff Report).
Tlumk you .for p.rq.viding a copy of these materials. Citations in this ~mment ler, er ~efer to tbes~ materials. "¯ ¯

~ The Staff Report states: "This assessment process began with a review of all readily available water
quality data - most of which focused on Bay selgnents...Little or no new dam are readily available for other
water bodies in the Region." StaffRe .port, page 1.

~a~ ~d, a l~,. . ~O West 20th Str~t :~350 Nan "~’arLA~z., N.W. ~ "Sta~amm $1r~t
~’~’" N~m York, fqew Yark I00II Washin~no DC 20005 San Frand~, CA 941t~5

212 727-2700 202 783-7800 415
" Faz 2/2. 727-/773 ’ F-az 202 783-5917 Faz415 495-5996
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:

"we intend to make improved monitoring and’assessment a high priority ov.er the. next ¯
two years" ~nd that "opportunities for improved monitoring and.assessment"- will result
from "existing and planned watershed management efforts" are no substitute for the
s~h:lUired complete assessment of Region 2. StaffReport, page I.

we believe the esgential  int under S i’on  03(d) is to
comprehensively survey and review the status of all ofR~gion 2’s water bodies.so that
the resulting list, if implemented with the establishment of TMDLs, will address
continuing impairment throughout Region 2. We believe it is.incumbent hpon yore"
regional board to undertake such a survey.

.̄Criteria for Listing ofWaterbody/Pollmants. :

for 303(d) listing that bears no relationship to statutory or i, egulatory requireanents nor
state or federal guidance. According to the Staff Report, af~ reviewing available data,
Staff eliminated from consideration water bodies that fall within two general situations:
(a) "where water quality problems have already been addresssed by 1o~1 regulatory
progams, including water quality-based effluent limitations;" and (b) "where there was
insufficient information available to determine ifa TMDL process would afford better
water quality protection than existing local req~ents." Staff adds that it will
"reconsider" those waterbody/pollutants excluded under this scheme in ongoing
monitoring and assessment and the next revision of the 303(d) list in 2000. Staff Report,
page 2.       . ¯ ....

" Exclusionunder situation (a) is contrary to law. SeCtion 303(d) and its"
implementing regulations, 40 C.F.1L Section 130.7, require listing of all impaired water
bodies. EPA guidance does indicate that ffa control has been instituted that (1) is
enforceable, (2) specific to the pollution/stresso~ Frobl.em, and (3) stringent enough to
lead to attainment of water quality standards within the next two years that listing may
not I~ ne.~ssary. ~ee EPA Guidance for 1994. Section 303(d).Lists, November 26, 1996;
Guidance for Water Quaiity-Based Decisions: The TMDL Process (April, 1991). While
this guidance departs from the statute, even it does not go as far fis Region 2. would in
excluding Waters from the Section 303(d) list. Tl~.ere i~. no. evidence that any of the "local

¯ regulat6ry" effocts cited by staffmeet the guidan~ standard. To the contrary, staffgive
¯ as an example of situation (a) "cooperative" efforts toprotect beneficial uses which are
clearly insu~cient under the federal guidance. Staff Report at 2.

Exclusion under situation (b) for lack of kiformati6n is unienable given Region
¯ 2’s obligation to con~luct comprehensive assessment,as discussed above. Further, there
is no provision in law or any guidance for the so-called "feasibility assessment" that
Region 2 I~roposes to do before listing a water body for situation (b). Again, listing is
related to water body-impairment, and nothing else. As if to nnderscore this point, EPA
guidance requires listing when standards are exceeded due to atmospheric deposition,
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"-unknown sources, and ~ven when standards or criteria are in the pr .ocess of revision.
National Clarifying Guidance for 1998 Clean Water Act Sectidn 303(d) Listing
Decisions. Similarly, Section 303(d) contains no exclusion for waters impaired by
historic (or legacy) activities and the current draft TMDL Federal Advisory Committee
report afYLrmatively requires’listing for waters .wholly or partially impaired due to past
activities. See ~FACA Report at 48. ¯ ’ " " " " ¯.             -". ¯

" . In s~ort, the cur~nt Secaon 303(d) list is fla. t]y contrary to ~w for rea~ns "
including these...     .’.    ".

~paration of TMDLs/schedul¢.

TMDLs should have been completed by the late 1970s. CWA Section 303Cd)(2).
Accordingly, TMDLs should be prepared immediately for all listed water bodies. We
strongly believe that it is the Board’s obfigafion to manage its resources and conduct its "

.business to ensure that TMDLs are develope~, quickly and efficiently. Given that TMDLs "
were due approximately twenty years ~go, this obfigafio.n is manifest and long over.d.ue.

.We dispute, with respect to a nfimber of points, the adequacy of the schedule not
~nly because of our view o~the relevant legal requirem~ts, but also because the schedule
doesnot compo~t with state guidance (that is itself far too lenient) and other federal
regulations..The TMDL schedule fails to make the necessary commitment to TIVIDL
development because it extends for more than a decade (hardly immediate
implementation) and is, further, ioo extensively qualified.3 The Staff Report qualifies the
entire TMDL schedule as follows: "Schedules for TMDL development after the first two    ..

. years should be regarded as very tentative." Staff’Report, page 3." We believe that this
~ave~t is so oPen-ended .that it effectively renders the schedule meakingless3

In addition, We are concerned abo~t maimer in which Staff has interpreted state
.. guidelines regarding scheduling lcycls. Aeeordin~ to the StaffReport, Staffhas linked

pri0rity..tanldngs to scheduling Icy.els such .flint High pri.ori~ TMD.L.s are Level l, ..

’ we no w~h to not, that the 303Cd~ L.’~ is incomplete in that the U~ fo~Su’..~un ~h W,0andaLow
D.O. shows tto entries for priority,$iz, affected, unit and TMDL start and ~d dau~       -

" ~ According ~o the Store-Section 303(0") Listing Guidelines, caveats such as ~he ot~e’tbove are appropriate
. only.for Level 3 TMDLs, thoseprojoaed tq. be completed between five and thirteen years from the prt~m.t.

.̄ Scheduling at Level 2 is’for TMDLs "to be initiated o.ver the next five years" tnd should be based on ¯
TMDL activities for Which "P.WQCBs are actively seeking funding support" and/or"funding is re.~sonably
likely to becothe available." Guidelines, page $. Thus, the Staff’sgeneral qualification of the entire TMDL"
schedule after the first two years renders the Board’s commitment to Level 2TMDLs much less reliable"
than required by the state guidelines. It is important to note that we do not think that arta, scheduling
caveats are wtmanted or appropriate..Nevertheless, ".tt is ttlevant that the scheduling at issue is ine.onsistent
with guidance ~ssued by the State, even though this guidance is far too lenient. As noted above, the duty at
issue is to immediately establish ~IITMDLs’, not to do ~ over more than t decade.                      "
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.̄. Meciium priority Level 2and L~w priority Level 3. Staffhas failed toimplement key
’ asl~ts of the state guidelines. Firstly, sta~redefines scheduling Level 1 .as follows:
"It]hose ranked as "High" are expected to commence within the next two years." Staff

¯. Report,. page 2, However, state guidelines’define Level I as "cases.where ~sub,,,stant~al ..
work on TMDL development is expected ~ the next .two years." Guidelines, page 5
(emphasis added). Thus, merely "commencing" a High priority TMDL within two years
runs counter to state guidelines. In any case~ the prioritization process must be driven by
factors other than logistics (see below).                          .

h~ review of the Board’s TMDL scheduling over the last two years prompts even
greater concern over the credibility of the present TMDL schedule and the Board’s
overall commitment to TMDL development. Having consulted the Board’~ 1996 303(d)
List and the 1997 WMI, we find that many previous .schedules for TMDL development.
have slipped. Specifically, in all of the following cases, completion dates for High
priority,TMDLs were not set in the 1996 303(d)List, were th.en slated in the 1997 WMI
for the year 2000 and are now postponeduntil 2003 in the proposed. 1998 303(d) List.

South San Francisco Bay/Metals.             .
Calero Reservoir/Mercu~

.. Guadalupe Reservoir/Mercury
Alamitos Creek/Mercury
Guadalupe Creek/Mercury ..
Guadalupe Rive.r/Mercury
Napa River/Nutrients, Pathogens, Siltation

¯ ’ This record of apparently inconstant efforts and faltering commitment draws into
question ~he rellabiHty of the proposed 303(d) List. We believe that these proposed
delays - delays above and beyond previous RWQCB conm~tments to establish TMDLs
which themselves failed to meet legal req :uir.ements - are similarly inconsistent With the
mandate of Section 303(~).

Descr.i. "ption of process for..implemenfing the Section 303(d) scheme in its
¯ ~ontinu.in. g Planning process Document.                       ..

S̄ection 303(d) and (e) implementing regulations provide that each aspectof the
Section 303(d) and (e) process be "clearly de.scribed" in continuing planning documents.
Unfortunately, we are unable to find any document maintained by the state or your board
which fulfills this requirement. Further, as discussed immediately.above regarding the
preparation of TMDLsand the TMDL schedule, the 303(d) List and Staff Report leave
the process for achieving the goals of 303(d) and (e) ambiguous at best.

I~deed, the Staff Repo.rt suggests that the region d~es not ha,,ie anoverall plan~
For example, the Staff Report does not state when th~ WQA and thus, the 303(d) List,
will address the entire region’s .wate~ bodies. Staff merely states its intention to improve
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.monitoring and assessment and notes "opportunities for improved monitoring and ¯
assessment" arising from current and future.watershed management.efforts. Staff
Report, pagc I. No schedule or deadline is provided for completion of the 303(d) process
nor are the step-by-step process and funding requirements discusscd.-.Thc talc of the
public is similarly uncertaim                                          ..

The omission of a clear plan for implementing Sections 30~(d) and (e) is
significant for many reasons. Absent such information, there is no tool by which th.e
program may be fully implemented inIh¢ field.                    . ¯

Prioritization.     ..

The Section 303(d) List and accompanying materials do not explain thebas~s for
the "high," "medium" and "low" prioritization contain~l within the Section 303(d) List.
We believe that there must be an explanation of the basis for the priority rankings. A"
simple listing of the recommended criteria for pri6ritizatign is hardly informative. Also,

. Staff’s statement that "It]he priority ranking, in particular, is based on our existing            -"
w̄atershed management planning efforts in the San Clara Basin and Napa River
watcrsh, eds" requires clarification. StaffReport; page 3. We further believe that the
factors enumerated by Section 303(d) itself (severity ofimpainn~nt and water.body
significance) must be dispositivc. Th~ Board must .act consistently with these
requirements..                                .

Explanation is also ~equired regarding the lowering of priority rankings of "’
~MDLs for Suisun Bay, Carquincz Strait,.San Pablo Bay and Central San Francisco Bay.
Although each of thcs~ water bodies was listed as Medium priority for metals in the 1996
303(d) List, their 1998 listing shows the Selenium TMDLs as Low priority.

Materials enclosed with 303(d~ List.

¯ . ;. We appreciate the opp0.rtunity to comment on Region 2’s 303(d) List before thc
Board considers and adopts it. Howcvcr,thc limited disclosure provided by Region 2
undermines the potential b~nefit of this brief comment period. Because a WQA is thc
foundation for the 303(d) List, we believe that a copy of any WQA consulted in
developing the 303(d) List should have been included in the materials ~companying the
’ 303(d) List. Also, where parties have commented upon the draft 303(d) List and the

¯ . attached materials, copies of these comments and the Staff’s responses should accompany,
the List.- C-/yen the ultimate goal of re~nedying all of Region 2’s impaized water bodies

"̄ through accurate and effec~v¢ TMDLs, Staff should strive ~o inform all interested parties
" as fully as possible in.order to maximize the quality and p~luctivity of the comment ¯ ¯

Sufficiency of TMDLs.
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CITY OF SAN JOE~E, CALIFORNIA

ENVIRONMENTAL SERVICES DEPARTMENT
?77 NORTH FIRST STREET, SUITE 4S0
EAN JOSE, CALIFORNIA 9Sll 2"4311
TELEPHONE (406) 277-6S33
FAX (4~4) 2"n-3~04       ,

FEB- 1998

i/
February. 2, 1998 ~ ~B¢0~

- -
Dr. Thom Mumle                                                :
San Francisco Bay Regional Water Ou. ality Control Board
2101 Webster Street, Suite 500
Oakland, California 94612

RE:City of San Jose Comments on the "1998 Water Quality Assessment of the "
303(d) List of Impaired Water Bodies for the San Francisco Bay Region"

Dear Dr. Mumley:

The City of San Jose is submitting these comments on the 1998 Water Quality
Assessment of the 303(d) List of Impaired Water Bodies for the San Francisco Bay
Region on behalf of the San Jose/Santa Clara Water Pollution Control Plant (Plant),
including the Cities of San Jose and Santa Clara and the Plant tributary agencies, and on
behalf of the City itself as a municipal stormwater discharger.

Under terms of the Joint Powers Agreement between the Citie.s of San Jose and Santa
Clara, San Jose acts as the administering agency for th~ Plant. The service area for the
Plant serves approximately 1.25 million residents and 16,000 businesses, including many
of the leading computer and electronics manufacturers that make up "Silicon Valley:’         "
The Plant provides wastewater treatment services to the Cities of Milpitas, San Jose and
Santa Clara, West .Valley Sanitation District (Citiesof Campbe. II, Los Gatos, Monte
Sdren6 and Saratoga), Burbank Sanitary District, Cupertino Sanitary District (City of
Cupertino), Sunol Sanitary District, and County Sanitation District No. 2-3.

The City of San ~Iose is.responsible for a storm water collection system that serves almost
900,000 people and drains over 89,000 acres with some 850 miles of storm drain lines,
26,000 storm drain inlets and 600 outfalls. The City operates the system subject to a
NPDES municipal separate storm sewer system permit and waste discharge requirements
issued in August 1995.
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While theboard is not being asked to approve TMDLs, when and’if TMDLs are
prepared, it is essential that they comply wifl~ the requirements set forth in the Clean
Water Act and its implementing regulati.’ons. TMDLs must have a set ofconmituent parts.,.
We believe that any TMDLs prepared must, among other things, provide for enforceable
numeric limitations for nonpoint and point source pollutiom By their very definition,
TMDLs include load allocations attributable to both point and nonpoint sources. Nothing ¯
in the Clean Water Act allows stormwater or nbnpoint contributions to impaired water
bodies to be ignored or regulated, less strictly than point sources.

Thank you for considering these comments. Should you have any qu~ions,
please feel l~ee to contact me at the letter head address and phone number.

Very truly you~

David S. Beckman

co: Mr. Terry Tamminen, Santa Monica BayKeeper
Michael Lozeau, Esq. San Francisco BayKeeper
Steven Fleischli, Esq.
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We generally support the approach taken by Regional Board staff in developing the 1998
¯ 303(d) list through a comprehensive water quality assessment process that considers all
readily available water quality information. The City supports the Regional Board’s
intention to improve monitoring and assessment activities to improve the year 2000
waterbody assessment procMss. In addition, the City agrees that watershed management
and plarming efforts currently underway through the Watershed Management Initiative,
provide opportunities for improved monitoring and assessment of South Bay waterbodies.

The City generally supports the Regional Board’s framework and process to determine
water body impairment, but strongly recommends that orfly specific pollutants or stressors
be listed and not generic classes of pollutants (i.e. metals, pesticides, etc.). To best
achieve water quality go~s, the listing process must be based on scientifically and °.
technically sound data. The information and the manner in which it was applied as the
basis of the listing criteria should be well documented to provide a clear administrative
record for each listing. Recent legal decisions based on past 303(d) lists mean that each
listing could have profound implications on water pollution control programs. TMDL
processes required subsequont to a listing designation place a large demand on already
limited regulatoryresources.

While ibe City supports the TMDL procesS, as evidenced by its voluntary initiation of a
TMDL process in the South Bay segment for copper.and nickel, the effort is resource and
time intensive. Given our experience with th, current TMDL effort in the South Bay,
barring an influx of additional resources from sources external to ~e City, the year 2003
TMDL completion date for all other TMDL’s required by this listing process is highly
optimistic and should be reconsidered.

Therefore, the City strongly recommends that the Regional Board re-evaluate its proposed
1998 303(d) listing of "pesticides." The City does not believe the current body of
scientific evidence is adequate to support a generic pesticide listing for the Lower or
S~uth San Francisco Bay segments. The City further believes that the state of scientific
knowledge does not support any pesticide listing during this listing c.ycle2 The City
recommends that the Regional Board work with interested parties and other stakeholders
to collect information needed to make a sound decision during the next listing cycle. The
City believes additional monitoring and assessment would best serve the public and
recommends coordination of such efforts through the Santa ~lara Basin Watershed
Management Initiative and the Santa Clara Valley Urban Runoff Pollution Prevention
Program.

In summary, the City wishes to be on record supporting the Regional Board’s general
framework for 303(d) listing in the San Francisco Bay region. In addition, the City
supports, the removal of the generic classification of"metals" and replacement of this
generic metals classification with specific metal listings by Bay area segment. The City
agrees there is adequate data and other information to list copper, mercury and nickel in
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the South San Francisco Bay segment. Questions and/or clarifications of these comments
may be ~ldressed to David W. Tucker at 408-945-3711.

We appreciat~ the ol~portunRy to comment on the 303(d) listing process and look forward "
to reviewing your response to our comments.

C̄ARL W. MOSHT.R
¯ " Director "

.- Environmental Services Department

--     o’03ssss
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A Consortium of ~ Ag~d~ ..~

~1 T~ ~ ~ ~ ~-~ -." ." .- .- .... ,’ ,"

Januaw 28, 1998

Dr. Tom Mumley ~
Senior Water Resources Control Engineer

A~: Regional Water QualiW Control Board ...
2101 Webster St. Suite 500

~a Oakland CA 94612 ..

~Y Subject: Comments on Proposed Revisions to Se~i~n 303(d) Ust and Prior~ies for
" ~]~ Development of Total Maximum Daily Loads ~MD~) for the San Francisco Bay

~b~ Region

~e Dear Dr. Mumley:

~ont
The Alameda Coun~ide Clean Water Program (ACCWP) suppo~s your afro,s to

Ha~d specify in the proposed update which metals are considered a 303(d) problem in
different locations of San Francisco Bay. The 1996 Water Qual~-Impaired~o~
Waterbody (303(d)) ~st simply used "metals" as the description of this c~egow of

N~k poll~ant problems. It will be be~r to focus on the true problem metals rather than

~d waste limited Regional Board, taxpayer, and other resources on non-problems or
problems where ~there is insufficient info~ation to dete~ine if a TMDL process

~ont would afford be~er water qqality protection than existing local requirements..." (Page
2 of Regional Board Staff Re~).

~e~ton

~~ We do not ~u~off the inclusion o~ the new cate~o~ "~e~ti~ide~" a~ a c~ o~
im~airment o~ Lower and Cen~I San Francisco Ba~ because ~her~ i~ no

Our conclusion i~ ba~ed on the ~oIIowin~:

~a The ~e~ional Moni~ofin~ Program measured diaz[non concentrations b~twe~n 8even

~ ~nd el~h~ ~[me~ in ~he water column ~rom two Lower/Central Bay s~a~ion~ between
~ ~ 1994 and 1996. Th~ hi~hest concentration o~ diazinon recorded wa~ 13 n~ a~ the
~d Wa~r Yerba Buena I~land S~a~ion {~ee encIo~ed Table ~umm~rizin~ ~he ~e~ional Monitofin~Co~a~on
~ ¯ Program’s da~a}. Thi~ concentra~ion ~ more th~n I ~ ~ime~ lower ~an ~h~ 200

concentr~ion ~a~ i8 re~o~ed ~o cause ~cu~e ~oxicity in ~h~ ~m~hi~od
~eTof fasciatus Kable ~2 in "Diazinon in Su~ace Watem in the San F~ncisco Bay Area:
~ . Occu~ence and Potential Impact June 1997). This amphipod is ~hown as the most
.R~ ~ sensitive species to diazinon in the above mentioned repot. This repo~ also
~ concludes that diazinon "less than 150 ng~ is not expected ~o cause mo~aliW" (page

ES-8).

In addition, the above mentioned report concludes, in part, as follows: =Because the
adverse impact of diazinon will depend on the specific circumstances of a receiving
water, it is impossible to draw a general conclusion that diazinon presence in our
urban creeks constitutes an ecological problem."
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Regardless of whatever diazinon and chlorpyrifos issues the Regional Board staff
believes need to be solved, it would not be productive to list urban runoff/storm
sewers as the sourc~ of the perceived problem. The ACCWP’s member agencies do
not use these pesticides in substantive quantities, nor do they manufacture,
formulate, or sell these pesticides. The member agencies could not even control or
regulate the use and sale of these pesticides if they wanted to because they are
statutorily pre-empted by the federal and state government from doing so. Despite
these difficult limitations, the ACCWP initiated a yard and garden care educational
program in 1997 and has supported the BaY Area Stormwater Management Agencies’
regional advertising campaign last spring on proper pesticide use. The ACCWP
remains committed to helping implement these type of educational efforts.

The solution to any pe.rceived’pesticide problems should be sought from the.
Department of Pesticide Regulation and the businesses responsible for mamJfacturing,
formulating, selling, or using these pesticides. If you remain unswayed about listing
pesticides as a problem, we recommend that the category "nonpoint source" should
be added as a source and urban runoff/storm sewers deleted as a source in Table A1
of .the 1998 303{d) and TMDL Priority List for San Francisco Bay Region.

We appreciate your consideration of these comments.

Very truly yours,

G. Robert Hale, Ph.D.
Management Committee Chair

F:~a17x~a172-05L303dltr.doc

O 035587
D-035588



REGIONAL MONITORING PROGRAM
I

Diazmon Water Column Data for 1994-1996                    ,

Alameda (BB70)    Yerba Buena (BC1
,                     Dissolved Total Dissolved I Total

Date (ng/1) (ng/I) (ng/l) (ng/i)
7126196 NA ND * *
4130196 1.2 1.2 1.7 1.7

~-            2/7196 9.5 9.5 13.0 13.0
" 8/16195 0.9 0.9 0.46 0.46

4/26195 2.0 2.0 2.4 2.4
2/8195 7.2 7.2 8.1 8.1

8/17/94 1.2 1.2 0.54 0,541
"̄ 4/20/94 1.7 1.7 2.8 2.8

2/3194 NA NA NA ¯ NA

Notes: * - No data provided in the RMP report.
ND - Not determined (per RMP report)
NA - Not a ~plicable (l~er RMP re ~ort)

The 1993 RMP Annual Report did not contain diazinon water column data.
Diazinon was not monitored in sediment or bivalve tissue during the

11993-1996 RMP surveys. I

C:~aF/x~ai72-05~lazinontab.xls 1/28/98
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Bay rea Dischargers Association
R O. Box 24055, MS 702"¯

O~kland, California ¢4623

February 2, 1998 " ’ ¯ - :] 1998̄
s. LorettaBars r..,.X.IA~I ~’ CONTROL

Ex~udve Officer
-California Regional Water Quality Control Board
San Francisco Bay Region :
2101 Webster Strut, Suite 500
Oakland, CA 94612               ¯

Subject." ProposedRevisions to the Section 303(d) List of Impaired Water
~ Bodies for the San Francisco Bay Region

¯ - Dear Ms.Barsamian:     ..                 ..

The Bay Ar~a Dischargerfi Association (BADA) appreciates the oppon’unity to cormr~nt
on the proposezl Section 303(d) list. Adoption of the 303(d) list is one of the most
important and far reaching actions the Regional Board will take. It is important,

’:- therefore, that the Board carefully consider all available altcmativ~ before adopting the.
:. list¯ This letter contains BADA’s comments on the proposed. 303(d) list, including a
¯ ".L recommended alternative list.

1. Adoption of the 303(d) list is a~ important regulatory action, deserving of
careful consideration.

The adoption of the 303(d) list is important forscveral reasons. F’trst, it will ultimately
lead to the increased regulation of discharges to listed water bodies. Second, it could
.impact community development. Finally, it will impose resource requirements on the
Regional Board. Each of these issues is discussed in greater detail b~low.

a. The listing Of a water body will ultimately result in the regulation of discharges
to that water body. Once a water body is listed on the 303(d) list, the Clean Water
Act (CWA) requires the Regional Board to develop total maximum daily loads
(TMDLs) that will result in achievement of the standards that served as the basis for
~~. The TMDLs must include an allocation of the load reductions n~essary to
achieve the standards. The wasteload allocations, in turn, must b~ incorporated into
NPDES p~rmits. Thus, the ultimat~ outcome of listing a water body on the 303(d) list
will b~ NPDES p~rmit limitations and other control actions that require a reduction in

CENTRAL CONTRA COSTA SANITARY DISTRICT CITY AND COUNIY OF SAN FRANCISCO CITY OF SAN JOSE
EAST BAY DISCHARGERS AUTHORITY                       EAST BAY MUNICIPAL UTIUTY DISTRICT
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discharge concentrations and/or loads. In thi~ sense, the adoption of the 303(d) list is
of the same level of importance as the adoption of water quality objectives.

b. It may not be feasible to achieve the resulting permit limitations without costly
end-of.pipe controls. A number of the constituents that are listed as causes of
impairment on the proposed list (including mercury, copper and "pesticides") are
widespread throughout the residential and commercial sectors of our communities~
Industries regulated through our industrial pretreatment programs are generally minor
sources of these pollutants. For example, Palo Alto studies show that more than half
the mercury present in municipal wastewater is estimated to come from residential
sources (food, human waste and laundry graywater). Residential sources are also
Considered to be the primary sources of diazinon and chlorpyrifos, common
household pesticides. Copper has been the target of pretreatment programs anti
pollution prevention programs for a number of years and, in most Bay area
communities, the remaining sources are widespread and not easily regulated af the
source. In our judgement, further significant reductions in these pollutants in POTW
effluents will necessitate the implementation of costly, end-of-pip~, controls.

c. The listing of awater body ~ould have unanticipated impacts on community
growth and development. Federal regulations could lead to the imposition of
unanticipated restrictions on dischargers to listed water bodies. For example, it i~
being argued at the. TMDL FACA that Federal regulations (40 CFR 122.4 (i)) do not
allow approval of new discharges to waters that are impaired. It may also be possible

: to argue that dischargers to impaired waters are not alloWed dilution credits for those
constituents that were the basis of the listing. Finally, it may be possible to argue that
dischargers to impaired waters are not allowed to increase the mass of pollutants they
discharge. All of these arguments are untested, but the bottom line is that the listing
of a water body could result in the curtailment of new growth and development for
those Bay area communities which discharge to listed water bodies. To the extent the
Regional Board believes it can prevent these types of unreasonable impacts, BADA is
concerned that legal action from environmental groups may take the TMDL
development process and related actions out of the Regional Board.’s purview.

"d. The 303(d) list will impose significimt resource requirements on the Regional
Board. The resources necessary to develop supportable TMDLs are expected to be
considerable. For example, the City of San Jose has budgeted $3 million to develop
two TMDLs for one water body, the South Bay. The proposed list would require the
development of 60 TMDLs in a total of 21 water bodies. Based on the South Bay
estimate, it is not unreasonable to estimate that on the order of $50 million would be
required to develop the TMDLs that will have to be developed if the proposed list is
adopted. Under the CWA, the burden of developing TMDLs falls on the States. In
the past, the lack of resources has prevented States from developing TMDLs required
by previous lists. Recent court decisions make it clear that States will now be forced
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to proceed with the d~¢lopment of TMDLs on some reasonable schedule, pe~aps a
court-ordered schedule.

¯The regulatory, community development, and resource ramifications of this action are
so significant that the Regional Board needs to .carefully examine all feasible
alternatives prior to acting on the list. In BADA’s opinion, such an examination
would likely lead to the conclusion to list only those water bodies and constituents
which the Regional Board is clearly required to list under the Clean Water Act. Such
a list would contain far fewer water bodies and constituents than the list that has been
circulated for comment. BADA has proposed such a list later in these comments.

2. "The 303(d) list should be as specific as possible.

The primary purpose of the 303(d) list is to.identify those waters and constituents for
which TMDLs must be developed. A TMD. L cannot be developed unless a specific
constituent and a numeric goal are identified on the list. Leaving these determinations to
the TMDL-development process would likely result in confusion and protracted debate.
The list should identify the standard that is being violated and the monitoring data that
formed the basis for that conclusion. Tiffs serves two purposes. It sets forth the legal
basis for the listing and it allows subsequent evaluation of the progress being made
toward achievement of the standard. "

Bas~l on the ~b0ve disct~ssion, BADA believes the 303(d) list should include, for each
water body listed, the following information:

¯ The water quality objective contained in the Basin Plan or other applicable State or
Federal regulations that is being violated. (e.g., the Basin Plan mercury objective of
0.025 ugtl)

¯ The specific data that was used as a basis for the determination that the objective is
being violated. (e.g., the 1993-1996 RMP data on water column mercury
concentrations in San Pablo Bay and Pinole Point monitoring stations)

Only those specific water bodies where monitoring data show that objectives are violated
should be listed. The entire Bay, for example, should not be listed for mercury if only
certain segments of the Bay exceed the mercury objective.

Listing general categories of constituents (e.g., pesticides, nutrients, pathogens, siltation,
etc.) should be avoided in.that it does.not provide the specificity needed to develop a
TMDL. Such categories do not identify specific pollutants or target concentrations.
Moreover, the listing of categories would make it extremely difficult to measure success
or to remove a water body from the list. For example, even after initially targeted
pesticides are controlled, some may argue that other pesticides are now interfering with.
beneficial uses and therefore it is inappropriate to complete the TMDL process or to de-
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¯
lis~ the water body. The appropriate approach is to list specific constituents with -
identifiable, numeric targets and then later add constituents to the list if other constituents
are found to cause exceedance of other standards.

3. The 303(d) list, at this time, should generally be based on the exceedance of
numeric water quality objectives,

The 1995 Basin Plan, on pag~ IV-7,’indicates that TMDLs(i.e.,~llowable pollutant loads ¯
and wasteload allocations) will be based on numeric water quality objectives. The Basin "
Plan points out that additional objectives are necessary to fully implement the wasteload
allocation approach and thdt the Board will establish additional objectives for selected
pollutants as the necessary technical information becomes available and a framework for
assessing economic factors is developed. BADA generally agrees with the approach set
forth in the Basin Plan, with two exceptions. The first excePtiOn has to do with South.
Bay and the second has to do with toxicity exhibited in the no~em parts of the estuary.

South Bay is unique first becanse~ there a~e no adopted objectives in place and second
~., because there is an active watershed management process currently underway. As a part

¯ of the process, local stakeholders have agreed that a weight of evidence .approach be used
as a basis for listing. BADA supports listing of South Bay based on the weight of
evidence approach. We suppoi’t, in that case, using all applicable scientific data and

. information, including but not limited to water column concentration data, sediment data,
tissue data, health advisories, toxicity data, and information on bioaccumulation.

With respect to toxicity, BADA would agree that it may be appropriate to list water
bodies on the basis of violation of the narrative toxicity objective if those water bodies
exhibit water column toxicity and ff Toxicity Identification Evaluations (TIEs) have
identified a causative constituent. The listing, in those cases, should be based on the
violation of the narrative toxicity objective and the goal should be to eliminate water
column toxicity~

The proposed 303(d) list, in contrast to th~ Basin Plan andthetwo exceptions discussed
above, appears to base listings on a number of informal criteria and/or narrative
objectives not directly related to water column toxicity tests. These include elevated
sediment and tissue levels, fish advisories, and criteria that have not been formally
adopted. The proposed list, therefore, is inconsistent with the approach set forth in the
Basin Plan.

BADA acknowledges that EPA regulations require water bodies t6 be listed on the
303(d).list if the waters violate narrative standards. But, States have considerable
discretion in determining whether narrative standards are being violated. Neither the
Regional Board nor the State Board has adopted a straightforward approach for assessing
whether narrative standards ~ being violated. Under California law, there are
constraints to considering informal criteria as objectives or using such criteria to interpret
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narrativ~ objectives. California law (the Water Code and CEQA) require that objectives
be based on consideration of economics and environmental considerations: The currant
narrative objectives in the Basin Plan were not adopted based on the consideration of the
economic and environmental impacts associated with us~ of informal criteria to interpret
compliance. Under these circumstances the reasonable approach is for the Regional
Board to state that it has insufficient information to assess compliance with the narrative
objectives and therefore has chosen not to list on that basis. This is essentially the
approach proposed in the Staff Report for the"second general situation." Again, the
exception would be where Water column toxicity has been identified and where TIEs
have identified the causative constituent.

There areseveral additional’reasons why the 303(d) list shotild generally be based .on
violation of numeric water quality objectives:                              ¯

¯ The CWA requires water bodies to be placht on the list only where water quality
standards are being violated.

¯ Numeric objectivesprovide a specific target forTMDL development.

¯ Regulation based on numeric objectives that have been adopted pursuant to the
requirements of the Water Code, CEQA, and the Administrative Procedures Act ¯
(APA) is legally supportable.

On the contrary, regulation based on the use of informal criteria or a~tion levels
would have the effect of circumventing the requirements of the Water Code, CEQA,
and the APA and are not legally supportable.

It is inappropriate to use National Toxics Rule (NTR) criteria for mercury, copper and
nickel as a basis for listing, in .that the NTR criteria for these constituents do not apply to
California Waters. It is inappropriate to use elevated sediment or tissue levels or fish
advisories as a basis for listing, in that these are not based on adopted objectives. The
only adopted objectives applicable to Bay Area waters are those contained in the Basin
Plan and the NTR (selenium and a number of organic criteria in the NTR are applicable
to California waters).

If the Regional Board chooses to use informal criteria as a basisfor fisting, then it is
imperative that these criteria be specifically stated and it is necessary to ~Idress the
requirements of the Water Code, CEQA and the APA in a manner, that assures
compliance with State law.-

4.    BADA recommends adoption of a limited 303(d) list.

As stated above, BADA recommends that, with two exceptions, the Regional Board place
water bodies on the 303(d) list only where Regional Monitoring Program (RMP) or other
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credible data demonstrate an exceedance of numerical Water quality objectives contained
in the Basin Plan or applicable sections of the NTR. The exceptions, as stated above, are
for the South Bay, where a weight of evidence approach has been agreed to by
stakeholders, and for those water bodies which have exhibited water column toxicity.

BADA has reviewed the RMP data for each of the Bay’s main segments (not the
tributaries to the Bay) for cxceedances of numeric objectives contained in the Basin Plan
or the NTR. These segments include South Bay, Lower Bay, Central Bay, San Pablo

¯Bay, Carquinez Straight, Suisun Bay, and the Delta. The results of BADA’s review are
summarized in Attachment A. The RMP data are presented in Attachment B. As aresult
of BADA’s review and previous discussions regarding South Bay and water column
toxicity, BADA would recommend that the following Bay segments and ~’,onstituents b~
listed on the 303(d) list:                                          :

¯ South Bay for copper, mercury, and nickel, based on the weight of evidence.

¯ San Pablo Bay for mercury, based onthe Basin Plan ~bjective of 0.025 ug/1, and for
nickel, based on the Basin Plan objective of 7.1 ug/l.

Carquinez Straight for mercury, based on the Basin Plan objective of 0.025 ug/l, and
for nickel, based on the Basin Plan nickel objective of 7.1 u .g/l.

.. ¯ Suisun Bay fOr mercury, based on the Basin Plan objective of 0.02.5 ug/l, for nickel
¯ based on the Basin Plan nickel objective of 7.1 ug/l, and for the narrative toxicity

objective based on aquatic bioassays.

.
:. ¯ Sacramento River for the narrative toxicity objective based on aquatic bioassays.

¯ San ~oaquin River for the narrative toxicity objective based on aquatic bioassays.

In listing the above segments for mercury’and nickel, the list should include a stamment
that both these objectives am cun’~ntly b~ revised in conjunction with the CTR and that
upon adoption of the CTR the listing of thes~ waters must b~ revisited. It should b~ noted
that the proposed CTR criterion for nickel is currently achieved throughout the Bay
except in South Bay, without consideration of a water effects ratio. The proposed C’FR
criteria for mercury is currently achieved 95% of the time except in South Bay.

¯It is unnecessary to list any waters for copper (other than South Bay) b~ause the Basin
Plan dces not contain a saltwamr objective for copper and the NTR copper criterion was
not adopted for California wamrs.

It is unnecessary to Hst any major Bay segment for selenium in that the RMP data show
that none of these segments exceed the NTR objective for selenium.

D--035594
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It is unnec~ss~y to list any waters for the generic category of pesticides because there are
no Basin Plan objectives, or other applicable objectives, for these constituents that are
exceeded in Bay waters.

With respect to exceedan~ of the narrative toxicity objective, the RMP has identified
water column toxicity in the northern part of the estuary (the Napa River, Grizzly Bay,
the Sacramento River, and the San Joaquin River). To the extent that Toxicity
Identification Evaluations (TIEs) have identified a causative constituent, BADA would
agree that there is cause to fist these specific water bodies for violation of the narrative
toxicity objective. However, we do not support the listing of the other main segments of
the Bay where water column toxicity has not been found.

It is unnecessary to list any other waters (than those discussed above) on the basis of
violation of the narrative toxicity objective in the Basin Plan. First, to do so would be
contrary to the previously cited provisions of the Basin Plan. Second, the Regional Board
has the discretion to conclude that there is currently insufficient information to make a
determination whether any narrative objective is violated. It is our understanding, that
EPA headquarters recognizes the discretion of States to list or not list water bodies based
on interpretation of narrative objectives.

In recommending that water bodies generally be listed only where numeric objectives are
exceeded, BADA is not saying that mercury, copper, selenium, pesticides, or other toxic
pollutants should be ignored. Nor are we saying that programs already underway to
~ddress these constituents should be stopped. On the contrary, the City of San Jose and
other South Bay agencies remain committed to conducting a watershed management
program and developing TMDLs for South Bay, and San Jose and other BADA agencies
kre committed to continuing and expanding pollution prevention efforts to address these
constituents. What we are saying in recommending a limited 303(d) list is that, at this

¯ time, is it is more appropriate to address those constituents through mechanisms other
than the 303(d) list.

Although BADA’s analysis and recommendations address only the Bay’s major
segments, we believe it would be prudent for the Regional Board to take a similar
approach inlisting tributary waters.

5.    Conclusion

In conclusion, BADA believes that the Regional Board has the flexibility under the Clean
Water Act to adopt a 303(d) list for the Bay’s major segments consistent with what we
have recommended. The constituents of concern not listed under the recommended
approach can be addressed through .other avenues (e.g., development of numeric
objec, tires, watershed management, and pollution prevention programs). This approach
would provide specific targets for TMDLs and be a legally supportable program. It
would also minimize the resources that would otherwise be required for TMDL

D--035595
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development in the near term and prevent other potential adverse impacts on community
¯ growth and development.

if you have any questions or if you need additional information.

Charles W. Batts,

/
Attachments (2)                                              :

cc: BADA Board Members
Don Birmr, Ex~utive Director
Larry Walker, Larry Walker Associate~
Walter Pettit, Executive Officer, SWRCB"
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ATTACHlVlENT A

Summary of Compliance with Numeric Water Quality Objectives

Water Quality Objectives
Bay Segment Mercury Copper Nickel Selenium Pesticides
South Bay N.A. N.A. N.A. Complies w/NTR N.A.

(Violates CYFR) (Violates CTR) (Violates CTR)
Lower Bay Complies N.A. Complies (98%) Complies w/NTR N.A.

(Complies w/CTR) (Complies w/CTR (95%)) (Complies w/CTR),
Central Bay Complies N.A. Complies (97%) Complies w/NTR N.A.

(Complies w/CTR) (Complies w/CTR) (Complies wiCl~)
San Pablo Bay Violates N.A. Violates Complies w/NTR N.A.

(Complies w/CTR (96%)) (Complies w/CTR) (Complies w/CTR)
Carquinez StraightViolates N.A .... Violates Complies w/NTR N.A.

(Complies w/L’WR) (Complies w/CTR) (Complies w/CTR)
Suisun Bay Violates N.A. Violates Complies w/NTR N.A.

(Complies w/CTR (95%)) (Complies w/CTR) ,(C°mplies w/CTR),
Delta Complies Complies Complies (96%) Complies w/NTR N.A.

(Complies w/CTR) ~ (Complies w/CTR) (Complies wlUFR)

Compliance based on immeric objectives in Basin Plan, except as noted.

N.A. - No numeric water quality applicable.

South Bay exceeds the proposed C’FR criteria for copper and nickel if the water effects ratio is assumed to be 1.0 and exceeds the
proposed CfR criteria for mercury.

There are no numeric objectives for diazinon or chlorpyrifos, but-diazinon levels exceed recommended freshwater criteria throughout the
Bay, and chlorpyfifos levels exceed recommended criteria in the Delta.



ATTACHMENT B

Regional Monitoring Program (RMP) Water Column Data

.For Major Segmen~ of San Francisco Bay System



Water Column Constituent Concentrations for South San Franci~o*Bay i,~                                  .

Mercury (Tolal) Concenlrations In South San Franelseo Bay (n~/L)
1993                       1994                        1995                        1996

Site Cruise I Cruise2 Cruise3 Cruise4 Cruise5 Cruise6 Cruise7 Cruise8" Cruise9 Cruise 10 Cruise II Cruise 12
Dumbarton Bridge 8.74 7.17 7.99 20.10 11.50: ~.1~ 7.84 .~68,20~6,2.0~ 506’. I 1.00 7.00
South Bay 10.02 13.69 5.36 12.10 16.20 13.10 7.82 ~9;| 0~t~ I~i~) 7.00 I1.00 17.00
Coyote Creek ~ 2.70 ,, .,,~i 20.80 .,~:1~}~:~~. 15.8{l~ 9.00 21.00 18.00
San Jose 21.70 21.50.

~", ~i
"22.20 .~.~,~.~~~ 18.00

Sunnyvale ..19.90. 23.50 ~’f~.~lO’~ 16.70

Copper (Total) Concentrations In south

Site
Dumbarton Bridge
Soulh Bay
Coyote Creek
San lose
Sunnyvale

Copper (DIS) Concentrations In South San Francisco Bay (ug/L)
1993 1994 1995 1996

Site Cruise I Cruise2 Cruise 3 Cruise4, Cruise5 Cruise6Cruise7 Cruise8 ¯ Cruise9 Cruise 10 Cruise Il Cruise
Dumbarton Bridge 2.52 3.08 2.82 2.32 ~!~3~72.~i~t,~,3~6.7,1~: 2.78 ¯ 2.80 ~3924~"~ 2.00. 2.40 3.00

 .ii.
2.1o

¯ .... 3.lO

Coyote Creek 2.85 2.10
San Jose 2.67 2.50
Sunnyvale , 1.96 1.40

Nickel (Total) Concentrations in South San Francisco Bay (ugh,)
1993 1994 1995                        1996

Site Cruise I Cruise2 Cruise3 Cruise4 Cruise5 Cruise6 Cruise7 Cruise8 Cruise9 Crui~ I0 Cnli~ II Cruise 12
Dumbarton Bridge 4.00 4.30 4.52    7.02    5.74 ~,,7,3~ 4.16 ~?~,13,03 ,~,~7.96./~.~ 3.60    4.70    4.50
South Bay 4.64 5.65 4.25 ~ 6.25 " 4.52,



Nickel (DIS) Conc~ntmtions in South San Frandsco Bay (ug/L)                     i ,
1993                       1994                "       1995                       ! 996                              ~

Site Cruise 1 Cmtse2 Cruise3 Cruise4 Cruise5 Crulse6 Cruise7 Cruise8 - Cruise9 Cruise I0 Cruise !! Cruise 12 .
Du. mbarton Bridge 3.42 ¯ 2,81 2.73 2.28 2.68 3.07 ¯ 3.25 2.88 . 3.35 - 2.90 2.30 2.90

¯ South Bay ¯ 3.56 2.94 2.79 2.37 ~ 3.51 3~37 3.49 ’ .3.10 " 4.41 2.80 2.40 .3.00
Coyote Creek .. 3.70 4.06 4.64 . 4.50 4.74 . 3.90 3.30 2.90 6.60

San Jose 6.63 "7.22 7.72. 6.85~ ~. 4.80 5.10 ~
Sunnyvale . 4.12 6.82 5.45 2.86. 3.68 6.12 .. 2.80 .. 3.30 7.00

¯ Selenium (Total) Coneentratlolm In South S~.n Francisco Ba~v..!ug/L)        "         , .              ,            "             ,
1993                                                  1994                                                  ! 995                                                  ! 996

Site Cruise ! Cruise2. Cruise3 Cruise4 Cruise5 Cruise6 Cruise7 Cruise 8 Cruise9 Cruise I0 Cruise II Cruise 12

Dumbattou Bridge 0.28 . 0.26 0.26 0.40 0.32 0.32 ’ 0.35 " -0.38 0.19 0.28 . .’ 0.24 0.1~
South Bay 0.37 0.4 ! 0.3 0.38 0.33 0.23 0.42 0.40 0.29 0.30: 0.33 0.22

Coyote Creek 0.42 0.36 0.35 0.61 0.66 0.22 0.50 0.22 0.74

San Jose ; 0.59 0.45 .0.41 1.21 1.45 0.67 0.67 1.39 1.05
Sunnyvale 0.40 0.43 0.70 . .. 2.24 " 1.51 . . ,. 0.71 .1.02 |.70 0.78

Dlazlnon (TOT) Co~_m._.~ratlom In South San Frandsco Ba~. (~g/L) ’ , ,
1993 1994 1995 1996

Site Cruise I Cruise2 CrUise3 Cruise4 Cruise5Cruise6 Cruise7 Cruise8 Cruise9 Cruise I0 Cmlse !I Cruise 12,
DumbartonBridge " ~i~118469.~,~ 5600 8400 <MDL ’ 3905 <MDI~’ gtl4~,~ . 1900 tO

Coyote Creek
sanJo ,,, 830o

Chlorpyriros {TOT) Concentrations in South San Francisco Bay (pg/L) ’ . ¯ . : ¯

1993 1994 i995 ’    1996    " ’ i~1

Site Cruise I Cruise2 Cruise3 Cruise4 Cruise5 .Cruise6 Cruise7 Cruise8 Cruise9 Cruise I0 Cruise II Cruise 12

Dumbarton Bridge 1005 780 !05 81 3 15 113 38

Coyote Creek 2054 325 200 2 191 273
41 I0 870    105San Jose ...........

I. Shaded values exceed criteria.
2. Bold values exceed C’rR criteria



Water Column Constituent Concentrations tot Lower San Frsnciseo Bay t

Mercury (Totul) Concentrations in Lower San Francisco Bay (ng/L)

Site Cruise ! Cruise2 Cruise3 Cruise4 Cruise5 Cruise6 Cruise7 Cruise8 Cruise9 Cruise 10 Cruise I! Cruise 12
Alameda .... 6.23 "’ 5.70 6.40 2.70 ~.18 2.05 4.00 1.00 ’ 3.00
Oyster Point 3.30 4.~$4 7.70 12.70 5.80 4.04 4.78 1.38 2.61 4.00 2.00 ¯ 3.00
San Bruno Shoal 13.90 5.30 15.30 . 4.44 6.50 5.82 4.(X) 2.00 16.00
Redwood Creek 4.42 3.88 4.88 5.63 9.80 8.56 5.10 9.59 9.53 6.00 6.00 10.00

. Copper (Total) Concentrations in Lower San Francisco Bay (ug/L) "
1993 i 94 ......... 1995                z99b

Site Cruise ! Cruise2 Cruise3 Cruise4 Cruise5 Cruise6 Cruise7Cruise8 Cruise9 Cruise 10 Cruise 11 Cruise 12
Alameda 2,39 2.60 ~-~,3,25,.t~’t~, 2.29 , 1.84 1.77 2.10 i.20 .

San Bruno Shoal ~ i~ ~ "~ ..... 2.61 2.58 ~ 2.78 2.40
Redwood Creek ~ 2.16~ 2,~~~!~~,~ .., 2.81 ~,.’~,~22~]W3fl,7~i~] ,,2.7.0 ..... 2.80.,

Copper (DIS) Concentrations In Lower San Frands¢’o Bay (ug/L) ....¯ .....
1993 1994 199~ 1996

Site Cruise I Cruise2" Cmlse~ Crulse4 Cruise5 Cruise6 Cruise7 Crulse8 Cruise9 Cruise 10 Cruise, II Cruise 12
" ’ 1148 ......Alameda 2.10 1.90 2.31 2.02 . .!.40 1.10 !.50

Oyster Point !.95 1.64 1.79 1,92 2.70 2.30 1:92 I. 16 !. 16 !.50 1. I 0 !.50
San Bruno Shoal. 1,92 2.96 2.75 2.14 1.92 2.16 1.50 1.60 2. I 0
Redwood Creek 2.33 1.98 2.32 .. 2.17 1~£]3111~,-’~3i29"~-[’ 2.37 ., 1.91 2,25 .... !.90 1.90 2.50

Nickel (Total) Concentrations in Lower San Fran, cis~.Ba~’, (,ug/L)         , ., ¯
1993           .         1994                     1995                     1996        12

Site Cruise I Cruise 2 Cruise 3 Cruise 4 Cruise 5 Cruise 6 Cruise 7 Cruise 8 Cruise 9 Cruise 10 Cruise I I Cruise
’ .......Alameda 3’11 ’ 2.97 ~.23 2.76 ’ 2.43 2,50 2.00 2.20

Oyster Point 2.62 2.40 3.38 4.43 3.24 2.86 3.29 1.68 1.57 2.80 !.20 2.20
San Bruno Shoal 4,77 3.53 3.3 ! 3.22 2.9 i " 3.07 2,60 6.20
Redwood.Creek ~ 2.50 3.87 3.47 4.85 ,...4~23 .t.54 4.52 3.88., 3.60 3.10 5.20



Nickel (DIS) Concentrations in Lower San Francisco Bmy,(ug/L)    ..           .                            ,
1993 1994 1995 1996

Site Cruise I Cruise 2 Cruise 3 Cru;se 4 Cruise 5 Cruise 6 Cruise 7 Cruise 8 (.;ruise 9 Cruise 10 Cruise I 1 Cruise 12
Alanmia 2.05 1.61 1.87 2.19 1.10 1.22 1.80 1.00 i.50
Oyster Point 2.38 1.75 1.76 1.95 1.83 2.15 ¯ 2.2 ! 1.31 ! .09 ¯ 1.90 1.00 1.50
San Bruno Shoal 1.86 2.32 2.23 2.26 !.88 !.99 ¯ 1.90 1.40 2.20
Redwood Creek 3.2 2. I 2.37 2.19 2.68 2.67 2.70 2.04 1.97 :2.90 1.90 2.40

Selenium (Total) Coneentraflom in Lower San Frand.~’o Bay (ug/L)            .                                          .
1993                       1994                       1995                       1996

Site Cruise 1 Cruise2 Cruise3 Cruise4 Cruise5 Cruise6 Cruise7 Cruise 8 Crui~9 Cruise 10 Cruise II Cruise 12
Alameda 0.29 0.28 0.21 0.17 0.19 <MDL 0.21 0.09 0. I 0
Oyster Point 0.13. 0.17 0.22 " 0.33 0.29 0.33 0.15 0~18 0.08 0.12 0.08 0.12
San Bruno Shoal 0.25 ¯ 0.29 0.38 0.12 0.25 0.11 0.15 0.13 0.14
Redwood Creek 0.18 0.28 0.25 0A9 0.29 0.2,8.. 0.18 0.25 0.13 0.16 0.24 0.10

Dia,dnon (TOT) Concentraflo~ in Lower San Francisco Ba~ (pg/L) ’

1993 1994 1995 1996
Site Cruise 1 Cruise2 (~ruise3 Crulse4 Cruise5 Crulse6 Crulse7 Cruise8. Cruise9 Cruise 10 Cruise Ii Cruise 12

Alameda ’ 1700 1200 <MDL <MDL <MDL :~.~.7’~t~I]" 5 ~ ~ 1200
Redwood Creek 1100 <MDL <MDL <MDL 7 ! 33 4720 1700

Chlorpydfm (TOT) Concentrations in Lower San Frand~eo Bay (I~JL) [

1993 . 1994 1995 1996
Site Cruise !’ Cruise2Cruise3 Cruise4 Cruise5 .Crulse6 Cruise7 Cruise8 Cruise9 Cruise 10 Cruise !1 Cruise 12

Alameda 326 143 34 I 12 132 8
Redwood Creek 92 , 543 229 70 " 4 ." 24 94 44

1. Shaded values exceed criteria.



Water Column Constituent �oncentrations for Central San Francisco Bayt

Mercury (Total) Concentrations in Central San Francisco Bay (ng/L)
1993                       1994                       1995                       1996

Site Cruise I Cruise 2 Cruise 3 Cruise 4 Cruise 5 Cruise 6 Cruise 7 Cruise 8 Cruise 9 Cruise 10 Cruise I ! Cruise 12

Yerba Buena Is. 3.98 3.46 3.90 4.19 6.40 2.87 2.53 3.42 2.24 0.80 0.40

Poin~ Isabel 5.99 4.20 10.05 5.70 3.10 2.32 3.04 19.40 2.62 1.40 0.60 0.60
Red Rock 4.50 2.50 4.31 6.67 12.40 4.79 1.70 0.50 0.70

Copper (Total) Concentrations in Central San Francisco Bay (ug/L) ....
1993                       1994                 ’ " 1995                       1996

S̄ite Cruise I ,,Cruise2 Cruise3 Cruise4 Cruise5 Cruise6 Cruise7 Cruise8 Cruise9 Cruise 10 Cruise 11 Cruise 12

YerbaBuen~Is. 2.45 1.61 1.66 1.68 2.34 2.02 " 2.27 1.80 ’ 1.33 1.50 1.20 " 1.40___~
Point Isabel 1.86 1.62 2.34 1.58 1.90 1.73 ~ I. 16 1.60 1.00
Red Rock I. 17 1.60 1.71 ~ 1.34 2.00 1.80 1. ! 0 1.50 ......

Copper (DIS) Concentrations in Central San Francisco Bay (ug/L)                    ,     ¯      ,
1993                       1994                       ! 995                       1996

Site Cruise ! Cruise2 Cruise3 Cruise4 Cruise5 Cruise6 Cruise7 Cruise8 Cruise9 Cruise 10 Cruise 11 Cruise 12

Yerba Buena Is. 1.94 1.23 I. 18 1.26 ’ ’ 1.42 1.49 1.89 0.96 i .09 ’ 1.50 ! .20 1.40

Point Isabel 1.99 " 1.32 1.15 0.93 1.33 1.30 2.01 1.10 1.08. 1.60 1.00 1.30
Red Rock 0.58 , 1.30 !.09 2.14 0.80 .,, !.24 1.80 1.10 1.50,

Nickel (Total) Concentrations In Central San Francisco Bay (ug/L)                                                     ’ 19~6’
1993               1994               1995

Site Cruise ! Cruise 2 Cruise3 Cruise 4 Cruise 5 Cruise 6 Cruise 7 Cruise 8 Cruise 9 Cruise 10 Cruise I I Cruise 12

Y’erba Buena Is. 2.74 i.79 1.46 2.14 3.21 2.06 2.81 2.63 1.43 2.30 1.20 2.50
Point Isabel 3.59 2.26 3.19 1.96 1.62 2.10 2.90. 7.31 1.39 2.40 I.I 0 2.00

Red Rock 1.89 1.67 1.92 5.04 1.91 2.56 ,~30 1.30 2.20

Nickel (DIS) Concentrations in Central San Francisco Bay (ug/L)
1993 1994 1995 1996

Site Cruise I Cruise2 Cruise3 Cruised Cruise5 Cruise6 Cruise7 Cruise8 ..Cruise9 Cruise 10 Cruise II, Cruise 12
Yerba Buena Is. 2.41 I. 18 1.01 1.38 1.66 1.48 2.09 I. 13 0.99 1.70 1.00 1.30
Poin~ Isabel 2.49 1.29 1.08 1.02 ’ I. 15 I. ! 2 2.16 1.2 ! 0.97 2. I 0 1.00 1.30

Red Rock , 0.76 1.20 !.17 ,2.22 .. 0.98 1.21 2.20 .., !:00 1.40



Selenium (Total) Concentmt/ons in Central San Francisco Bay (ug/L)             . .. .... ..... c3
’                           1993 1994 1995 ’ 1996

Site Cw_!~ I Cm!~2 Cruise3 Cruise4" Cruise5 Cruise6 Cruise7 Cruise8 Cruise9Cmise’10 Cmlse II Cruise !,2.,

Yerba Buena Is. 0.13 0.23 0.28 0.39 0.27 0.27 0.07 , 0.18 0.30 0. I I     0.09

Point Isabel 0.19 0.18 0.23 0.32 0.25 0.17 0.08 0.18.. ¯ 0.17 0.07 0.12

Red Rock , 0.37 0.27 0.33 0.08 0.13 0.15 0.17 . 0.14

Diadnon (TOT) C~ncentrations in Central San Francisco Bay (pg/L)
1993       :                   1994                          .1995                            1996

Site Cruise I Cruise2 Cruise 3 Cruise4 , Cruise5Cruise6 Crulse7 Cruise 8 Cruise9 Cruise 10 Cruise II Cruise 12

Yerba Buena Is. 2800 540 <MDL <MDL ~13~00~.~ 1700

RedRock 1900 240 <MDL <MDL <MDL ~~ .... 2107 1300_

"Chlorpyrlfos (TOT) Concentrations in Central San Francisco Bay (pg/L)                                                        ,    ,,,

1993                       1994 .                     1995                        1996
Site Cruise 1 Cruise2 Crulse3 Cruise4 Crui’se5 Cruise6 Cruise7 Cruise8 Cruise9 Cruise 10 Cruise I1 Cruise 12

Ye~a Buena Is.      ! 210 2185 67 69 2 15 !

Red Rock 231 70 12 3 ! 3 148 ’ 28 ~

I. Shaded values exceed criteria, u’)

, I



Water Column Constituent Concentmtlons for San Pablo BaytJ

Mercury (Tohd) Concentrations In San Pablo Bay (ng~L)
1993 1994 1995 1996

Site       Cruise I Cruise 2 Cruise 3Cruise 4 Cruise 5 Cruise 6 Cruise 7 Cruise 8 Cruise 9Cruis~ 10, Cruise I I ,,Cruise 12

San Pablo Bay 6.44 i~63.,51~] 19.85 9.60 k~147.40~,~3,1~.~ 3.94 .~0~ 6.97 9.00    5.00    6.00

Copper (Total) Concentrations In

Site Cruise 8 Cruise 9
San Pablo Bay 2.71 2.86 2.45
Pinole Pt. 2.56 2.03

Copper (DIS) ConcentrationsIn San Pablo Bay iug/L)-
1993 1994 1995 1996 ’. u’~

Site Cruise I Cruise 2 Cruise 3 Cruise 4 Cruise 5 Cruise 6 Cruise 7 Cruise 8 Cruise 9 Cruise I0" Cruise I I Cruise 12

San Pablo Bay 2.54 1.90 i.30 1.50 2.12 1.88 !.56 !.55 1.61 2.00 1.50 1.80

Pi~tole Pt. 2.30 1.64 1.55 1.30 1.84 i.99 !.66 !.37 1.49 1.80 1.50 1.70,

Nickel (Total) Concentrations in San Pablo Bay (ug/L) ,
1993 1994 1995 1996

Site Cruise I Crui~2 Cruise3Cruise4 CruiSe5 Cruise6 Cruise7 Cruise8 Cruise9 Cruise I0 Cruise !! Cruisel2
San Pablo Bay 5.17 [~,~5.9.8,~"7~5~ 4.12 [0~j~l|~~~. 3.96 |’~’[|S.3~] 3.31 6.30 2.60 3.10

# ":-~ " " ~’~},:.~]~ 2.73 4.60 4.60 3.50PinolePt. 4.18 ~)~’~’-’-~’.8 4.68 ~!~6,,!T"--’~183 3.77

Nickel (DIS) Concentrati,ons in San Pablo Bay (ug/L) . ,,
1993 1994 1995 1996

Site Cruise I Cruise 2 . Cruise 3Crui~ 4 Cruise 5 Cruise 6 Cnli~ 7 Cruise 8 Crui~ 9 Cruise tO Cruise 11Cruise 12

San Pablo Bay 3.73 " i.92     !.35 1.47 1.63 1.84 2.02 1.69 1.43 2.70     1.40 i.60
Pinole Pt. 3.60 !.62 1.46 1.36 !.58 !.97 2. I ! 1.22 !.38 " 2.60 1.50 1.70

Selenium (Total) Concentrations in San Pablo Bay’(ug/L)
1993 1994 . 1995 " . 1996

Site Cruise 1 Cruise2 Cruise3 Cruise4 Cruise5 Crui~6 cruise7 crui~8 cruise9 Cruise 10 Cruise I! Cruise 12
San Pablo Bay 0.113 0.21 0.27 0.25 0.25 0.21 0.16 0.30 0.17 0.16 0.08
Pinole Pt. 0.159 0.23 0.35 0.39 0.22 0.20 0.18 0.17 0.10 0.19 0.17 0.12



Dlazinon (TOT) Concentrmflom in San Pablo Bay (pg/L)             ,
1993                     1994                    . "i’995                     1996

Site Cruise I ,, ,Cruise2 Cruise3 Cruise4 Cmise,~ Cruise6 ,Cruise7 Cruise8 Cruise9 Cmis~ I0 Cruise II Cruise 12
San Pablo Bay ,~.~] 14..9~, i~ 650 <MDL 24 ! 0 ¢.MDL~t’ ’

~"~’~
4026 i 800

Pinole Pt. , .~.~],~,~ 1200 480 <MDL’ 2205 <MDL .... ~ . 4034 2200

L"hlorpyrtfos (TOT) Concentrations in San Pablo Bay (pg/L), " " " .... ¯ "
,- 1993 . 1994 ’J995 . ’ !~J96

Site Cruise ! Cruise2 Cruise3 Cruise4 Cmlse5 Cmtse6 Cruise7 . Cruise8 Cruise9 Cruise 10 Cruise !1 Cruise 12
San l~blo Bay ! 16 734 ’ ~ 205 . ’ 4 i0 289 " 94.
Pinole Pt. ,,, 89 640 66 195.5 I 4 338 4 I

1. Shaded values exceed criteria..
2. Bold vain exceed ~ criteria.



..

Mert’ury (Tohd) Conch,__ h~tlo~ m in Curqainez Straight (n~L)
1993 1994 1995 1996

Site Cruise I Cruise2 Cruise3Cruise4 Cruise5 Cruise6Cruise7 Cruise8 Cruise9Cruise I0 Cruise I1 Cruise,!2

Davis It. 5.51    11.18 I 1.01 8.40 12.70 14.10 20.80 ~..,8~!.0~[ 6.74 1.70 5.00

Pacheco Cr. 18.3 ~ 14.99 6.00 ~ 16.40 I 1.60    9.45 7.04 2.60 9.00 9.00

Copper (Total) Conce~_~tiorm in Carquine~ Straight (ug/L)              :

Site
Davis PL 2.44 1.90 1.30 1.90

Pacheco Cr. 2.49 2.90 1.90 1.20 2. I 0

Copper (DIS) Cencentrattons in Carquinez Strah,~h~ (ug/L)
1993 1994 1995 1996 I~.

Site Cruise I Cruise2 Cruise3 Cruise4 Cruise5 Cruise6 Cruise7 Cruise8 C~ise9 Cruise 10 Cruise 11 Cruise 12

Davis It. 2.36. 1.83 1.82 1.54 2.20 2.57 1.93 1.41 !.62 1.90 !.30 1.90

Pacheco Cr. 2.65 1.89 1.96 1.96 2.69 2.74 1.99 1.49 1.71 !.90 !.20 2.10

Nickel (Total) Concentrations in C~rqulnez Straight (ug/L) ,
1993 1994 1995 1996

.Site Cruise I Cruise2 Cruise3Cruise4 Cruise5 Cruise6 Cruise7 Cruise8 Cruise9 Cruise 10 Cruise II Cruise 12

Davis It. 4.50    5.37    5.84 3.60 5.15 6.03 ,~12,3.4~,~5,.~6~,t~ 3.51 ~..60~.8,8.Q.~ 4.90

PachecoCr. 4.84 ~ 5".21 3.00 ~ 6.58 ~.~;~ ~i~! 3.03 7.10 2.80 5.30 ....

Nickel (DIS) Concentrations in Carquin~z Straight (ug/L)
1993 1994 1995 1996

Site Cruise ! Cruise2 Cruise3 Cruise4 Cruise5 Cruise6 Cruise7 Cruise8 Cruise9 Cruise I0 Cruise 11 Cruise 12

Davis It. 3.75 !.43 ! .58 1.56 ! .68 2. i5 2.22 1.75 1.46 2.20 1.30 1.80

Pacheco Cr. 2.64 1.38 1.40 !.71 !.69 1.91 !.48 1.24 1.09 2.70 1.00 !.60

Selenium (Total) Concentrations in Carquinez Strall~ht (ug/L)
1993                       1994                        1995                        1996

Site Cruise I " Cruise 2Cruise 3 Cruise 4 Cruise 5 Cruise 6 Cruise 7 Cruise 8 Cruise 9 Cruise 10 Cruise I I Cruise 12

Davis Pt. 0.13 0.18 ’0.32 ’ 0.25 0.21 0.22 0.14 0.26 0.14 0.18 0.21.     0.15
pacheco Cr. 0.17 0.19 0.26 0.28 0.18 0.08 0.12 0.32 0.09 0.14 0.12 0.16 ..



¯ Diazinon (’rOT) Concentrations In Carquinez Straight (pg/L)
1993 1994 ., 1995 " 1996

Site       Cruise I Cruise2 Cruise3 Cmlse4. Cruise~ Cruise6 Cruise7 Cruise8 Cmlse9 ’Cruise I0 Cruise !1 Cruise 12
Davis Pt. 410 ~|~8~ 4500 i1(30. 1050 2210 <I~IDL~i.~t4320~ ....... .. 4864 24(~)

Chlorpyrifes (TOT) Concentrations in CarquJnez Straight (pg/L) ...............
1993 1994 1995 !~96 ’

Site       Cruise I Cruise2 Cruise3 Cruise4 .Cruise5 Cruise6 Cruise7 Cruise8 Cruise9 Cruise 10 Cruise l! Cruise 12~

Davis Pt. 489 38 260 7 125~ 416 57

I. S~aded values ~xceed criteria.



Water Column ConstltuentConcent~Oons In Sulsun BayI’~ ’ .

Mercury (Total) Cont~nlr~ons In Sulsun Bay (ng/L) ,
1993 1994 1995 1~6

1:2
Site Cruise I Cruise2 "Cruise3 Cruise4 Cruise5 Cruise6 Cruise7 Cruise8 Cruise9 Cruise I0 Cruise II .Cruise

Grizzly Bay 14.61 12.40 ~~.6~}.~1~y~2..0~5’~...0~9.33 ~-..~,~9Q,~1 10.30 i.10 5.00 N2.9,00~

Honker Bay 6.16-’~[~j~,~;,~I~ 10.20 8,42 14,00. 15.40 9.00 4.00 , 24.00

Copper (Total) Concentrations in Suisun Bay (up/L)

Site
2.80Grizzly Bay                                                                                            2.10

Honker Bay

Copper (DIS) Concentratlons,,In So~,~n B, ay,(ug/L) .
! 993                      1994 1995 1996

Site Cruise I Cruise2 Cruise3 C’mise4 Cruise5 Cruise6 Cruise7 Cruise8 Cruise9Cruise 10 Cruise I! Cruise 12:

Grizzly Bay 2.76 1.95 " 2.01 2.15. 2.75 ’ " 2.63 ’ 1.83 ’ 1.66’ " !.76 1.80     1.30 "’ 2;0~

Honker Bay 2. I 0 2.56 2.40 1.95 1.78. 1.56 1.80 !.20 , 1.80

Nickel (Total) Concentrations in Suisun Bay (up/L) , ,
¯

1993 1994 1995 1996

Site Cruise I Cruise2 Cruise3 Cruise4 .Cruise5 Cruise6 Cruise7 Cruise8 Cruise9 Cruise 10 Cruise !1 Cruise 12

Grizzly Bay 8.7 4.98 9.89 3.99 ~ ~ 16 ~ I.’~’-..;~{ ,I.0, ,~0~ 6.52 ~- 1~}.6.~,~,"~ 3.93

Honker Bay 2.85 ~.~|~’-’~1 6.19 7.02 5.75 ..... ~t~.~.’{~ 2.10

Nickel (DIS) Concentrations in Suisun Bay (ug/L), ,    , ,
1993 1994 1995 1996

. Site Cruise ! Cruise2 Cruise3 Cruise4 Cruise5 Cruise6 Cruise7,,, Cruise 8            ,,,Crui~,,9., Cruise !0 Cruise II Cruise 12
’~’ !.35Grizzly Bay 3.03 ¯ 1.02     1.20 1.8 1.63 1.88 1.50 1.12. 2~00 1.00 1.40

Honker Bay 1.34 !.25 1.58 1.77 1,53,, 0.87 .... 1.90 1.00 1.10

Selenium (Total) Concentrations in Suisun Bay (ug/L)                                                                 ,
1993 1994 ’ 1995 " 1996

Site Cruise I Cruise2 Cruise3 Cruise4 Cruise5 Cruise6 Cruise7 Crui~ 8 Cruise9 Cruise 10 Cruise II Cruise

Grizzly Bay ¯ 0.12 0.21 0.25 0.34. 0.24 0.20 0.i3 0.17 0.07 0.14 0.14 0.17

HonkerBay 0.28 0.19 0.16 .. 0.16 0.20 , 0.11. 0.15 0.11 ,    0.14



D|azlnon (TOT). Concentrations In Sulsu

Site       Cruise I Cruise2 Cruise3 Cruise4 Cruise5Cruise6 Cruise7Cruise8 Cruise9 Cruise I0 Cruise II Cruise 12
GrizzlyBay ,. ~4~86N 6200" 1,700 <MDL <MDL [~$350.~I :5000 6400

Chlorp3~lt’os (TOT) Concentrations in Suisun Bzy (pg/L) , .
1993 1994 199:5 1996

Site       Cruise 1 Cruise2 Cruise3 Cruise4 Cmise~5Cruise6 Cruise7Cruise8 Cruise9 Ciuise 10, Cruise II Cruise 12
Grizzly Bay , - 391 37 82 404 436 .!

I. Shaded values exceed crlterih.
2. Bold values exceed CTR criteria. ¯



Water Column Constituent Concentrations for the DeltaI       " "                    "

Mercur3, (Total) Concentrations in the Delta (ng/L)
1995 .....1693 1994 1996 ....

Site Cruise I . Cruise 2 Cruise 3 Cruise 4 Cruise 5 Cruise 6 Cruise 7 Cruise 8 Cruise 9 Cruise I0 Cruise 11 Cruise 12!
Sacramento River    10.26 5.95 9.98 5.00 12.60 ¯ 4.50 6.57 8.78 4.82 6.00 3.00 7.00
San Joaquin River    10.59 8.13 I 1.36 5.10 14.60 4.36 7.60 7.31 , 6.29 6.00 2.00 7.00             .-

Copper (Total) Concentrations in the Delta (ug/L)

Site
Sacramento River 2.62 2.20
San Joaquin River 237 2.10

Copper (DIS) Concentrations in the Delta (ug/L)
1993 1994 1995 ! 996 x-

Site Cruise I Cruise2 Cruise3 Cruise4 Cruise5 Cruise6 CruiseT. Cruise8 Cruise9 Cruise 10 Cruise II Cruise 12 x-
Sacramento River    2.69 1.38 1.62 1.80 2.30 2.16 1.86 1.52 1.47 1.60     0.90     1.50
San Joaquin River- 2.94 1.7 ! 1.70 ., 2.25 2.24 2. ! I 2.34 1.62 ..... 1.55 2.20 :, !.20 "i.70

Nickel (Total) Concentrations In the Delta (ug/L)
1993 1994 1995

Site Cruise i Cruise 2 Cruise 3 Cruise 4 Cruise 5 Cruise 6 Cruise 7 Cruise 8 Cruise 9 Cruis~ 10 Cruise I 1 Cruise 12
Sacramento River 6.66 3.2 3.45 2.52 5.75 2.85 6.35 4.94 2.70 ~_.6~), ’~-~ 2.50    3.90 t’~
San Joaquin River 6.52 3.38 4.03 2.50 3.82 2.17 4.75 3.13 2.55 4.60 1.80 3.80

Nickel (DIS) Concentrations,in the Delta (ug/L)
1995 ............1993 1994 1996

Site Cruise I Cruise2 Cruise3 Cruise4 Cruise5 Cruise6 Cruise7 Cruise8 Cruise9 Cruise 10 Cruise II Cruise 12

Sacramento River    2.79 0.72 0.73 1.04 1.26 1.32 1.56 0.99 0.99 2.20 0.80 0.09

San Joaquin River 2.?6 , 0.68 , 0.75 1.24 0.99 !.00 , . I;79 1.33 , ,,0"72 , 2.40 0.90 ,

Selenium (Total) Concentrations in the !~,, lta (ug/L) .
1993 , 1994 ’ ’1995 "’ ’ 1996 ’ ’ ’

Site Cruise I Cruise2 Cruise3 C~uise4 Cruise5 Cruise6 Cruise7 Cruise8 Cruise9 Cruise I0 ’Cruise !1 Cruise 12

Sacramento River 0.20 0,15 0.24 0.30 0.25 0.16 0.14 0.11 0.16 0.07 0.11
SanJoaquin River 0.16 0,20 0.27 0.25 0.22 0.06 0.I3 0.33 0,06 ,,, 0.18 0.18 ,0.10



¯
Diazlnon (TOT) Concentrations In the Delta (pg/L)

1993 ’ 1994 1995 1996 ’ "
Site ,Cruise I Cruise2 Cruise3 Cruise4" Cruis~’ . Cruise6 C~uiseT Cruise8 Cruise9 Cruise I0 Cruise !1 Cruise 12

Sacramento River ~’46629J~ 2500 1400 <MDL’ <MDL ND ~. ~i~"~ 4500San Joaquin River ~.~ .1200 <MDL ~’~)~!~ 3200

Chlorpyrifce (TOT) Concentrations in the Delta

1993 1994 ’ 1995 1996
Site Cruise I Crulse2 C~ise3 Cruise4 Cruise5 - Cruise6 ,Cruise7 Cruise 8 Cruise9 Cruise 10 Cruise 11 Cruise 12

Sacramento River 1416 29 35 10 321 ’ 38.San Joaquln Rim ~" :, 92 10 440 , 34

1. Shaded value~ exceed criteria.



January 1998

Mr. ThomasMumley
S WQCS                                      "-
2101 Webster Street, Suite .500
Oakland, CA. 94612

Subject: Comments on Proposed Revisions to Se~tlon 303(d) List and Priorities for
" Development of~Ls for tile SF Bay Region

Dear Mr. Niumley:

I have reviewed the staffreport for the ~bject propo~. Continued lis~ng of the Petahma’River
asan impaired waterway is of particular concern to me. I would appreciate responses to the
following questions/comments:

The 2~ paragraph oftl~e "Introduction" of the staR’report indicates that the bulk of the
data’used in the listing’process was the RN~. The ~MP does not include any sampling
points W~tk~ the Petaiuma River, only one point near its mouth. Please describe the
additional data, if any, that was reviewed for the Petahma P, iver i~ maldng your listing
decislon.                        .

2) 3~he Petaluma River does not include causes of listing associated with.pesticid~ or metals,
only nutrients, pathogens, and siltation ~ust as in 1996). Does this indicate that the
Petaluma River does not have problems associated with pesticides and metals? Or does it
indicate a lack of data for these poIhtants7

3) . Regarding pesticides: a state.meat is made on page 4 that =efforts are underway to develop
¯ .     control strategies for both urban mnoffand agricultural sources." Please klescribe thes~

efforts, particularly as they relate to diazinonand chlorpyrifos.

4) Is ammonh toxicity, particulary as associated with mnofffi’om livestock operations,
considered in the listing process? Does data for ammonia toxicity exist for the Petaluma

the "Introduction," it is indicated that the second step in the asses~aeat process

D--03561 3
[3-035614



~at is th~.b~s for ~s~ ~ He~ for m~ Has t~ of water or s~im~ts
been ~ndu~ted? PI~¢ d~b~ ~e av~ablz data.

Tha~ you for your ~nsideration of~e ~en~ and qu~o~. I ~ not be abl~ to
~e !8 Yeb~ 1998 pubic h~g, ~d ~d appre~ate ~en or �-~ r~po~.

Bruce Abelli-Amen
101 H Street, Suite L

Petaluma, CA 94952

e-m~il: baseline~crl.com

D--03561 4
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3. The proposed listing relies on qualitative qualifiers such as "exceedances" and "elevated" levels to
support the listing of stressors. To be useful, the listing should be expanded to include columns on
the list for whether the identified stressor was included based on water column, sediment, and/or
tissues impacts and the frequency and level of individual regulatory criteria exceedances.

4. A number of the listed sources rely on using the generic term "other." To be useful, the listing should
specifically identify sources. Lacking a clear definition of sources implies that additional data may
be required before a listing should be m~de. This is especially true for high priority listings.

5.. It is unclear how the drai~ 303(d) listing and associated schedules are related to the Regional Board’s
July 1997 draR Watershed Management Initiative guidance repo~ It would appear reasonable to use
the guidance document as a basis to identify where additional datafmvestigations are required and
then establish the program to fill these gaps. These data would then be used to update the State’s
305Cu) Wat.er Quality report and where appropriate the’303(d) list which is updated every ~ Years.

6. The level 2 or medium priority ranking indicates that RWQCBs should provide schedules for
TMDLs to be initiated over the next five years. It would be helpful if.the Region.al Board could

¯ " provide a clef’tuition for the term "initiate." In addition, the 303(d) includes TMDL "start" and "end"
dates. It would be helpful if the Regional Board could provide a clear definition of these terms.

7. ~ The proposed listing includes several reservoirs and creeks located in Santa Clara county. Mercury is
listed as the stressor and .the priority is shown as high. The data to support the specific listings should
be provided and cited in the list. /

8..The Regional Board staffneeds to consistently follow the ranking criteria used for preparing the list
and for specifying the priority ranking. All technical data used to develop and support the list should
be referenced in the list, thus providing a complete and clear administrative record of the Board’s .
actions.                                       ..

As you know, EPA is Currently facing over 20 lawsuits from en~iro.nmental groups that claim EPA and
various states have not fulfilled their obligations under the Clean Water Act. Because of th.e federal
Clean Water Act implications that result from the 303(d) listing it is important that the Regional. Board
and its’ staff have a clear technical basis that supports the listing and have identified the resources to    "
conduct the required TMDL.

W̄e hope that the abovecomments and recommendations are useful to the Board’s ~fforts and look
f̄orward to your response. If you need any additional clarification please do not hesitate tO contact.me.

Sincerely,

~ogn~ Manager                              ...

[] 505 W. Olive Avenue, Suite 635 ¯ Surmyvale,CA 94086 ¯ tel: (408) 720-8811 fax: ¯ (408) 720-8812
F:~scl 5-23\198-303d.doc
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REGIONAL MONITORING PROGRAM
I

Dia~inon Water Column Data for 1994-1996                  ’

Dumbarton Br., (BA30) Coyote Cr. i BA10)    San Jose (C-3-0~)     Standish Dam, (BW101    Sunnyvale (C-1-3)

Dissolved Total Dissolved Total Dissolved Total Dissolved , Total    Dissolved Total ....
Date (n~l/I) (ng/I) (ng/I) (ng/I) (ng/I) ,. ¯ (ng/I) (ng/I) (ng/I) (ng/I) (ng/I)

7130 or .
8/16/~ t.9 1.9 * * 8.3 8.3 t4.0 14. t , N/A NIA.
511 or .
4116/96 5.2 5.2 , 9.7 9.85 14.0 .14.2 7.8 R NIA NIA.
2/6 or
314/96 14.0 14.0 12.0 12.0 36.0 36.1 9.3 9.4 NIA N/A

8/15/95 2.2 2.2 2.9 2.9 NIA N/A N/A "N/A NIA" NIA

4/2,~/95 7.3 7.8 5.8 7.0 N/A NIA NIA N/A N/A .... N/A ,--
2~/95’ 8.7 8.7 7.7 7.7 NIA NIA ¯ N/A . N/A NIA N/A

8/15/9~ 8.4 8.4 2.5 2.5 NIA N/A NIA, N/A, , NIA NIA

4/lS~1 5.6 5.6 3.7 3.7 NIA N/A N/A NIA NIA NIA

~/31/9~ 18.4 18.4 97.6 98.0 N/A N/A NIA N/A NIA NIA
I

Notes: * - data not available at the time of draft repod production.
N/A - organ ophosphates were not analyzed as part of the RMP for this

Istation.
R - unacceptably low surrogate recovery (lab problem)

The 1993 RMP Annual Re.nod did not contain di_~ir~on water column data.
T~.~ omanics were not me~_sured in waterat the South Bay station (BA20).                                         ,

C:’,o’lazinont~b.xls 1/29/98



’ ’ " " Santa Clara
" Valley Urban

Runoff Pollution
Prevention Program

January 30, 1998

Dr. Tom Mumley
Senior Water Resources Control Engineer                                                 ..
Regional Water .Quality Control Board
2101 Webster St. Suite 500
Oakland CA 94612

Subject: Comments on Proposed Revisions to Section 303(d) List and Priorities for Development
of Total Maximum Daffy Loads (TMDLs) for the San Francisco Bay Region - January 7,
1997

Dear~umley:.

The Santa Clara Valley Urban RunoffPollution Prevention Program (SCVURPPP) has reviewed the
draft 303(d) list and offers the following comments and recommendations:

1. We ~upport your efforts to clearly specify in the dra~ 303 (d) list which metals are considered to
¯ impair water-bodies in different locations of San Francisco Bay, in particular the South San

Francisco Bay. Because past Regional Board information simply used "metals" as the description of
this pollutant of concern it has led to confusion relative to addressing real problems. The draft list
will better focus available resources on the true problem metals rather than waste limited Regional
Board and local resources on non-problem~ or problems where "there is insufficient information to
determine if a TMDL process would afford better water quality protection than existing local
requirements..." (Page 2 of Regional Board Staff Repor0.

2. The Regional Board’s staff report assessment process includes three "general situations" for ranking
stressors and water-bodies. The third category includes the situation where specific stressors and -
specific water-bodi.es can be identified and where a TMDL is technically feasible. The Regional       -
Board staffc!early state that "Only those water bodies and stressors in the third general category
have been included in the f’ma1303(d) list." (Page 2 of the Regional Board Staff Report) We agree
with this approach. However, as discussed below this approach has not been consistently followed by
the staff in preparing the draft Hst.

Category two was defined’to cover the situation where "insufficient information [is] available to
determine ifa TMDL process would afford better water quality protection than existing local
requirements for water quality based effluent limitations and Best Management Practices.~ However,
the draft list includes the broad category of pesticides. We do not support the inclusion of the new
category "pesticides" as a cause of impairment of South San Francisco Bay because there is no           ’
information that shows that pesticides exceed water quality objectives or are the cause of toxicity.

505 W. Olive. Avenue, Suite 635 ¯ Sunnyvale, CA 94086 ¯ tel: (408) 720-8811 fax: * (408) 720-8812
F:~scl 5-23\198-303d.doc
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Specifically, available data on diazinon and chlorpyrifos have not been shown to cause water quality
toxicity in these areas. This conclusion is based on the following:

¯ The Regional M~)nitoring Program measured diazinon concenffations approximately nine times
in the water column from two.South Bay main water mass stations and two shallow water
stations between 1994 and 1996. The highest concentration ofdiazinon recorded was 36.1 ng/l at
shallow.water station (C-3-0, see enclosed Table summarizing the Regional Monitoring
Program’s data): This concentration is more than 5.5 times lower than the 200 ngl concentration
that is reported to cause acute toxicity in the amphipod Gammarusfasciatus (Table 4-2
"Diazinon in Surface Waters in the San Francisco Bay Area: Occurrence and Potential Imtmct,
Regional Board June 1997). This amphipod is shown as the most sensitive species to diazinon in
the above-mentioned report. This report also concludes that diazinon "less than 150 ng/l is not
expected to cause mortality" (page ES-8).

¯ The above mentioned Regional Board report concludes, in i~art, as follows: "Because the
adverse impact of diazinon will depend on the specific circumstances of a receiving water, it is
impossible to draw a general conclusion that diazinon presence in our urban creeks constitutes an

The Regional Board’s listing criteria do ~ot suppor~ including eitl~er the b .road group of pesticides or
specific pesticides such as diazinon and chlorpyrifos at this time. Further, identifying point and urban
runoff/stormwater, as key sources to control would not solve the perceived pesticide issue. The
.SCVURPPP’s member agencies do n.ot use these pesticides in substantive quantities, nor do they
manufacture, formulate, or sell these pesticides. The member agenci.es could not control or regulate
the use and sale of these pesticides, even if they wanted to because.they are statutorily pre~&pted by
the federal and state government from doing so. Despite these difficult limitations, the SCVURPPP
has supported the Bay Area Stormwater Management Agencies’ regional advertising camp~igu on
proper pesticide use, has .sponsored special studies to investigate the pesticides in receiving waters,
and remains committed to helping implement educational effofls.

We strongly recommend that the Regional Board not list pesticides as a stressor. However, if the
Regional Board believes that it must inc.lude pesticides on it’s 30.3(d) listing we recommend the
following:                                     . .

¯ that only specific pesticides such as diazinon and chlorpyrifos be li.’.sted,
¯ that the priority be changed from medium to low.

’ ’ ¯ that the listing state that the Board intends to work with the Department of Pesticide
Regulation and the businesses respons~le for manufacturing, formulating, selling, or
using these pesticides to investigate possible controls, and

¯ that the category "nonpoint source" be added as a source and urban runoff/storm
sewers be deleted as a source in Table A1 ofthe 1998 303(d) and TMDL Priority List
for San Francisco Bay Region.

505 W. Olive Avenue, Suite 635 ¯ Sunnyvale, CA 94086 ¯ tel: (408) 720-8811 fax: ¯ (408) 720-8812
F:~! 5-23\198-303d.doc
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Friends oP Co e Madem Creek Wc Fshed
PoSt Office .Box 415 .Is1Fkspur, Cot[fomia 94977

February ~, 1998

Regional Water Qualtty Control Board ~ --
2101 Webster Street, Rm. 800/"

.~’#Vl’/CQ/80RdD -Oakland, CA 94612

ATTN: TOM MUMLEY

Dear Board Members:

:The Friends of Corte Madera Creek Watershed requests that Corte Madera Creek be
evaluated for possible inclusion on the 303(d) list of impaired water bodies for the san
Francisco Bay Region¯

As you may be aware, we are a 501(c)(3) organization established three years ago for
¯ the purpose of’enhancing and restoring Corte Madera Creek and its tributaries. We.
¯ expect to begin a process of developing a plan for our watershed next year, with the

" assistance of a 205(J) grant.

- Several years ago, the Regional Board conducted a series of water quality tests and
subsequently also did additional testing for diazinon on Corte Mader~i Creek¯ We want
to ensure that these existing data are considered, and that additional monitoring be
conducted, if warranted, to ensure accurate assessment of our water body.

Thank you for considering our request.

. Slncer.e~y) . ’"

¯ Carol d’Alesslo Sandra Guldman
Co-Chair Co-Chair "

D--03561 9
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co: Chris Tomas~ Ut~es ]v’=~z=~.
¯ Rob Sh~ley, Water T~~ P~t S~~t

~WM.

D--035620
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City’of Benlci~ - Lake Herman Water Quality’ Summ;~ry
¯ "      1993 - 1997

�on~ftuent OLRt__~_~          I~94 1995 ,

0.~ 0 0 ~ 0 0 0.0

0 o
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